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Abstract 
This paper seeks to understand the motivation of those who take time from their lives to 
help others. The research will look at altruistic attitudes and behaviors around the world and 
determine whether individuals exhibiting these behaviors believe in a common humanity.  It will 
consider what the individual says he believes and how or if he chooses to act on those beliefs. 
The statistics used for the analysis of the World Values Survey Waves 2 and 4 in this paper are 
cross tabulations, factor analysis, including assigning factor scores to each observation, 
Pearson’s correlation, linear regression, and an independent samples t-test. These techniques 
were used to describe the data, to reduce selected groups of related variables to a few new 
variables, to test the relationship between and among the newly created variables, and to 
compare the new variables over time. The finding will show that there is no relationship in 
Waves 2 and 4 of the World Value Survey as defined by Monroe’s theory.   
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Introduction 
 
Two years ago, I came to Eastern Michigan University to learn the skills needed to 
understand the issues and problems facing the homeless among us.  What is it about our society 
that allows us to accept that a portion of the population is stepped over in everyday life? How do 
we justify the existence of a population with no home, no health care, no job, and no hope?  
In the process of researching a paper on Pitirim A. Sorokin, I discovered his book The 
Ways and Power of Love. Written in 1954, the book warns of the consequences of a society 
bereft of love. Sorokin says that such a society is “permeated by mutual hate and deprived of any 
freedom, joyless, and drab.” He writes: 
It goes without saying that the finest, the noblest, and the happiest human society 
is the society of individuals bound together by a love relationship. This is the 
freest society, because the very meaning of “I love to be here,” or “I love to do 
this,” or “I love to be a member,” is the highest expression of the free desire, 
action and preference of a person. It is the happiest society because loving and 
being loved is the highest form of happiness in human relations. It is the most 
peaceful, harmonious society; it is the most creative, most beautiful, and noblest. 
 
I believe that the “harmonious society” that Sorokin describes would not tolerate a 
segment of society existing in hopelessness. There are many altruists among us, people intent on 
making their corner of the world a better place.  And so I begin my research looking not at the 
homeless, but at the rest of society.   
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Literature Review 
The term altruism was coined by the French philosopher and sociologist Auguste Comte 
(1798–1857). Derived from the Latin, alter, meaning “to others” or “of others,” “altruism” was 
introduced as an antonym for “egoism” referring to other-regarding behaviors. The definition of 
altruism, according to the literature, contains many facets. In her book, The Heart of Altruism: 
Perceptions of a Common Humanity (1996, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ), Kristen 
Renwick Monroe defines altruism as “entailing action, with no conditions or reward-seeking, 
that is intended to benefit another without regards to the personal diminution that may occur.” In 
altruistic behaviors, says Monroe, “intentions count more than consequences.” 
The definition of perception of a common humanity can be attributed to Monroe as the 
belief that we are all “of the same human family.” She puts forth that this perception is necessary 
for altruism to exist. She says that perception of a common humanity is the very heart of 
altruism. In her essay, “Explicating Altruism,” Monroe further explains the concept by 
describing the altruists whom she interviewed. She asserts that they all believed they were an 
inextricable part of a shared humanity. They were unable to think of themselves as separate from 
those individuals who needed their aid.  Thus, when they were asked why they chose to act 
altruistically and potentially put themselves at risk, they responded, “What else was I to do? 
They were human beings, like you and me!”  This response showed that “identity trumps or 
severely constrains (the altruist’s) choice.” Monroe summarizes the theory, “A (perception of a 
common humanity) constitutes such a strong core that (the actor) has no choice in their behavior 
towards others. . .” 
Altruism is rooted in genetics (Rushton 1991) and could be the cause of family favoritism 
and the selection of marriage partners. It includes “a motivational state (where)” (Batson and 
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Shaw 1991) “actions are meant to benefit another person” (Batson 1992), “at a cost to 
themselves” (Batson 1992; Darlington 1978), “(that are) voluntarily done” (Batson 1992) “and 
requires a group of two, at least” (Darlington 1978; Masters and Pisarowisc 1975) “(with 
participation) without coercion” (Kennett, 1980). One author quoted the Oxford English 
Dictionary for his definition: “Altruism – Devotion to the well-being of others as a principle of 
action” (Kennett 1980). Another broke altruism down into its components to define it:  the parts 
are arousal, where the giver’s attention is drawn to someone’s need; perception, where the giver 
evaluates the situation to determine what should be done and by whom; and, finally, action, 
where the giver commits to his response (Losco 1986). 
The features of altruism are varied. They include one-way and reciprocal altruism 
(Darlington 1978); (Masters and Pisarowisc 1975; Tulberg and Tulberg 1996), profitability 
(Darlington 1978), empathic (Batson 1982; Losco 1986), kin altruism (Tulberg and Tulberg 
1996; Kotikoff, Razin, and Rosenthal 1990; Darlington 1978), and competing altruism (Kotikoff, 
Razin, and Rosenthal 1990). It is not self-sacrificing and may be both altruistic and egoistical at 
the same time (Batson 1992). 
There may be gender differences in when and how altruistic behavior occurs. A test for 
this, using the modified dictator game, asked the question, “Which is the fair sex?” The test 
focused on the “cost” of altruism. The findings suggest that men are more likely to be perfectly 
selfless or perfectly selfish, while woman are more likely to share equally (Andreaoni and 
Vesterlund 2001). 
Reciprocal altruism is the type of altruism where the giver provides service to protect the 
relationship that he has with the receiver. He is motivated or compelled to serve to insure that the 
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relationship is protected and to insure that when/if he is in need of service there is someone to 
whom he can reach out (Batson and Shaw 1991). 
There may be an “altruistic personality.” Citing a “Character Education Inquiry” carried 
out in the 1920s with findings published through the 1930s, Rushton suggested that some 
children were consistently altruistic, but not always. The findings also suggested that a person 
could be altruistic in one situation, and egoistical in another (Rushton, 1982). 
Further, Rushton found that there is a significant increase in altruistic behavior in a child if those 
around him model such behavior (Rushton 1982). The usefulness of character education and 
opportunities to serve others made available to students in schools grade K-12 were examined 
(Batson and Shaw 1991). 
Not surprisingly, there are dissenters. One might ask why there is a need for altruistic 
behavior to benefit another at a cost to the giver with no thought of reward or benefit. Is it not 
possible to render service to another in distress because seeing that distress is distressful to us? 
Must altruism and its good-works behavior be a part of human nature? Could the behavior not be 
attributable to our socialization (Mook 1991)? 
In her book, The Heart of Altruism: Perceptions of a Common Humanity, Monroe argues 
that the perception of another individual’s humanity is a critical explanatory variable in all 
altruists. They recognize that they are “strongly linked to others through a shared humanity.” She 
argues that it is truly the “heart of altruism.” This supersedes all other triggers from genetic 
predisposition to altruism, to parental exhortation to act altruistically, to a situation where 
another’s needs are apparent.  Without the perception that we are all a part of the same humanity, 
altruism would cease to exist. 
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Self-esteem becomes a part of the equation when the individual needs to feel good about 
himself. He performs great acts of kindness in order to expand his self-esteem or gain higher 
regard in his social group (Crocker & Park, 2004).  
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World Value Survey 
 
The World Values Survey
1
 is an academic project by social scientists to assess the state 
of socio-cultural, moral, religious, and political values of different cultures around the world. 
The survey was repeated after an interval of about 10 years and every 5 years since 1990. One of 
the aims of the project is the cross-cultural measurement of variation in values. 
The study began as the European Values Study (EVS) in 1981, when the methods of a 
successful European study were extended to 14 countries outside Europe. The 1990 study 
covered 43 countries worldwide and required approximately 65,000 interviews. The 
questionnaires from the waves have typically consisted of about 250 questions each. In each 
country, the questionnaires are administered to about 1,000 to 3,500 interviewees, with an 
average in the 4th wave of about 1330 interviews per country and a worldwide total of about 
92,000 interviews.  
The Executive Committee for the World Values Survey includes Ronald Inglehart, 
University of Michigan, Chairman; Juan Dìez-Nìcolàs, ASEP, Vice President; Bi Puranen, 
Theseus International Management Institute, Secretary General; Thorleif Pettersson, Center for 
Inter-ethnic Studies, Treasurer; Jaime Dìez-Medrano, JD Systems, Archive. The non-profit 
association has a home in Stockholm, Sweden. 
The World Values Survey Association was founded to help social scientists and 
policymakers better understand world views and changes taking place in the beliefs, values, and 
                                                          
1 European Values Study Group and World Values Survey Association. EUROPEAN AND WORLD VALUES SURVEYS 
FOUR-WAVE INTEGRATED DATA FILE, 1981-2006, v.20060423, 2008. Aggregate File Producers: Análisis Sociológicos 
Económicos y Políticos (ASEP) and JD Systems (JDS), Madrid, Spain/Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands. Data Files 
Suppliers: Análisis Sociològicos Econòmicos y Politicos (ASEP) and JD Systems (JDS), Madrid, Spain/Tilburg University, Tilburg, The 
Netherlands/ Zentralarchiv für Empirische Sozialforschung (ZA), Cologne, Germany: Aggregate File Distributors:Análisis Sociológicos 
Económicos y Políticos (ASEP) and JD Systems (JDS), Madrid, Spain/Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands/Zentralarchiv für 
Empirische Sozialforschung (ZA)Cologne, Germany.  
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motivations of people throughout the world. The Association’s goal is to include every country 
in the world in these surveys, and it strives to include the widest possible range of societies 
among those surveyed. 
The survey is undertaken by an international network of social scientists, with local 
funding for each survey. The researchers participating in the WVS execute the interviews with 
a representative national sample of at least 1,000 people in their countries and provide data 
from interviews in exchange for access to data from around the world. The compiled studies are 
released to the research community through the WVS Web site in addition to the codebook.  
On the Web site, www.worldvaluessurvey.org, researchers can download all of the 
survey data, or select the countries or waves that they wish to use. There is no charge for the 
data. The only requirement is that the survey be properly cited. The Web site also has 
information on publications based on the World Values Survey, findings of the survey, 
conferences where findings are discussed, and meeting of the survey’s organization.  
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Methods 
The statistics used for the analysis of the World Values Survey in this paper are 
frequencies, factor analysis, including assigning factor scores to each observation, Pearson’s 
correlation, linear regression, and an independent T-test. These techniques were used to describe 
the data, to reduce selected groups of related variables to a few new variables, to test the 
relationship between and among the newly created variables, and to compare the new variables 
over time. All of the analyses were unweighted.  
 
Frequencies 
This is most basic of the Descriptive statistics. Frequencies count the number of times a 
selected variable appears in a dataset. Displayed in a table, frequencies shows the number, 
proportion, and cumulative proportion of respondents who responded to a selected question. In 
this paper, frequencies were used to summarize the data. They are displayed in a table and a 
chart. 
 
Factor Analysis 
A factor analysis is a procedure designed to take a large number of variables and reduce 
them to a smaller number of factors that describe these variables succinctly. The first test is the 
KMO. This test tells whether the distribution of values is adequate for conducting factor analysis. 
For a factor analysis, the convention is to focus on (rotate) only factors with eigenvalue greater 
than or equal to 1.0.  An eigenvalue is the amount of the variance among all variables.   
In this analysis, an orthogonal rotation, varimax is used. This rotation focuses on making 
as many values in each column of the factor loading coefficient table as close to zero as possible. 
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This procedure attempts to produce a simple structure while retaining the independence between 
the eigenvectors. That is, scores on the rotated eigenvectors remain uncorrelated. In the rotated 
matrix, the components are grouped into three groups, first a group of seven, then six, then two. 
Each group seems to try to span from just below 1 to just below 0. The unrotated matrix is 
broken into two groups, one with eight components, the other seven. The numbers in each group 
seem to fall where they may.  The orthogonal rotation strives to hold the factor loading 
coefficient table as close to zero as possible, and the unrotated coefficients may be showing 
unmanipulated numbers.   
 
Figure 1. Pearson’s Correlation 
 
     The strength of the correlation between two variables is explained by the correlation 
coefficient. The coefficient always takes a value between -1 and 1, with 1 or -1 indicating perfect 
correlation, either positive or negative. A score of 1 indicates a perfect positive relationship 
exists between the variables. A score of -1 indicates a perfect negative relationship exists 
between the variables. A correlation value close to zero indicates no relationship between the 
variables. The square of the correlation coefficient, r², represents the fraction of the variation in 
one variable that may be explained by the other variable. 
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y = a + bx, where   
                                                                                       n                                                 
b =  ( xi – x) (yi – y) /  (xi – x )
2 
                                                                                  i=1 
and 
a = y – bx 
Figure 2. Linear Regression 
 
     Linear regression attempts to model the relationship between variables by fitting a line to 
observed data. One variable is considered to be an independent variable, and the other(s) is (are) 
dependent variable(s). The answered sought is whether there is a relationship between the 
variables.  
Independent Samples t-test 
This test is used to determine whether there is a significant difference between the same 
variables, the factor scores for altruism and perception of a common humanity, from the two 
waves of the World Values Survey. In testing the null hypothesis that the values are equal to a 
specified value μ0, one uses the statistic where s is the sample standard deviation of the sample. n 
is the sample size. The degrees of freedom used in this test is n − 1. 
 
 
Figure 3. Independent Samples t-test 
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Variables used 
 
In this paper, factor analysis was performed on variables that described the attributes and 
behaviors of altruism and acceptance of a common humanity, including Justify, behaviors that 
could be illegal in some countries, and just bad decisions in others. This variable is the only one 
that represents variables that are egoistical in nature. The other variables used in the factor 
analysis were Beliefs, various religious teachings from all major religions; Neighbors, a number 
of attributes that a neighbor could have, such as AIDS, drug use, immigrant status; Unpaid, 
different ways of donating time to causes, such as youth groups, unions, working with the sick or 
aged, and others; Political, ways the respondent tells the government about his/her thoughts, 
including signing a petition and participating in a boycott; and Future, what the respondents says 
will happen in the future, such as having more time for family, and the increase in the use of 
technology.  
Software used 
All analyses were performed in SPSS.  The results were exported to Excel, where all 
charts and tables were created. The display of the Mean Factor Scores on the global map was 
accomplished using Arc-GIS by modifying the global shapefile’s attributes table to include 
columns for all of the mean factor scores by country and specifying a thematic map for each of 
the columns individually.  
 
 
 
 
11 
 
Summary of Analysis 
 
There are 5 waves of this Survey. Each of the waves examines various types of behaviors 
and beliefs. The Survey was reviewed to see which of the Waves best suited Monroe’s theory. 
The variables had to describe behavior that showed the understanding that the respondents accept 
other members of society as their equal.  It had to have variables that described their altruistic 
behaviors and their egoistical behavior. The variables also had to exist in the exact same format 
in two waves for comparison. While there were many variables that described all of the 
behaviors and attitudes that were to be analyzed, not all existed in at least two of the waves. The 
variables, drawn from the responses to questions, were collapsed into scores assigned to the 
responses using factor analysis.  
The variables created for this analysis are neighbors, beliefs, unpaid, justify, political, and 
future. The variables neighbors and beliefs seemed to describe the perception of a common 
humanity. The variables unpaid, political, and future seemed to describe altruistic behaviors. The 
variable justify seemed to describe egoistical behavior. The questions associated with the new 
variables are 3-, 5-, or 10-point Likert Scales or Yes/No responses and focus on how a person 
believes or acts.  
The goal of the factor analysis is to find relationships between the variables neighbors 
and beliefs as dependents, and the variables future, political, justify, unpaid as independent. In 
accordance with the paper’s hypothesis, that there is a relationship between accepting a common 
humanity and altruistic behavior. The dependent variables represent the perception of the 
common humanity, while the independent variables represent the altruistic behavior.  The factor 
analysis is reported with each of the questions, as are cross tabulations of the variable by country 
12 
 
and a map illustrating the mean factor scores by country. The cross tabulations show the percent 
of the responses that were positive. Global responses are taken from the entire dataset, while 
each of the category numbers is the percentage of the positive responses to the question for that 
category. As the respondents could select multiple responses, in most cases, the sum of the 
column may not equal 100%. 
Each analysis was charted for all of the countries in both waves of the World Value 
Survey, but only six were graphed: United States, Nigeria, Turkey, Belarus, India, and 
Argentina. These countries were selected because of the diversity in culture and religion, and 
relative relationship to one another on the map.   
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World Values Survey, Wave 2 Demographics and Analysis 
 
The second wave of the World Values Survey occurred from 1990 through 1991. Forty-
three countries participated. In this analysis, thirty-eight are used as they are in this wave and 
Wave 4 of the Survey.   
 
Table 1.  
Populations, Sample size of World Value Survey, Wave 2 
 
            Country         Sample   Population, 1990
2
 
ARGENTINA 1002 33,035,578 
AUSTRIA 2793 7,818,423 
BELARUS 1015 10,200,737 
BELGIUM 2793 9,937,697 
BULGARIA 1034 8,441,872 
CANADA 1730 28,117,900 
CHILE 1500 13,128,921 
CHINA 1000 1,148,364,470 
CZECH REP. 3033 10,305,158 
DENMARK 1030 5,140,954 
ESTONIA 1008 1,569,322 
FINLAND 588 4,986,431 
FRANCE 1002 58,168,160 
GERMANY 3437 79,984,244 
UK 1484 57,665,646 
HUNGARY 999 10,371,878 
ICELAND 702 254,719 
INDIA 2500 853,724,391 
IRELAND 1304 3,508,200 
ITALY 2018 56,840,847 
                                                          
2
 International Data Base: http://www.census.gov/ipc/www/idb/ accessed July 19, 2008 
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JAPAN 1011 123,537,399 
KOREA 1251 42,869,000 
LATVIA 903 3,694,836 
LITHUANIA 1000 3,694,836 
MALTA 393 379,962 
NETHERLANDS 1017 14,951,510 
NIGERIA 1001 96,603,759 
POLAND 1920 38,119,408 
PORTUGAL 1185 9,919,009 
ROMANIA 1103 22,797,027 
RUSSIA 1961 147,973,076 
SLOVAKIA 1602 5,281,610 
SLOVENIA 1035 1,999,480 
S. AFRICA 2736 38,476,273 
SPAIN 4147 39,461,418 
TURKEY 1030 56,084,632 
US 1839 250,131,894 
GLOBAL 58506 5,304,461,239 
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WVS, Wave 2 Demographics 
    
 
Figure 4.  Income Class by Selected Countries 
 
Table 2.  
Income Class by Country 
 
 
  
Upper/Upper 
middle class 
Middle, no 
manual 
workers 
Middle, 
manual 
workers 
Manual 
workers/Unskilled 
unemployed 
Argentina 11.6% 42.9% 33.2% 12.3% 
Austria 33.4% 19.5% 18.0% 29.1% 
Belgium 15.7% 23.6% 19.2% 41.5% 
Bulgaria 4.6% 39.2% 42.0% 14.2% 
Canada 18.6% 36.1% 34.2% 11.2% 
Chile 9.0% 28.3% 37.1% 25.5% 
China 2.5% 22.1% 46.6% 28.8% 
Czech Rep. 14.1% 29.5% 49.0% 7.4% 
France 23.8% 53.3% 20.8% 2.2% 
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Manual workers/Unskill'd 
unemployed
Middle, manual workers
Middle, no manual workers
Upper/Upper middle class
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Germany 2.1% 25.5% 60.6% 11.8% 
Hungary 7.6% 26.3% 48.9% 17.2% 
India 13.9% 57.0% 16.4% 12.7% 
Ireland 12.8% 27.7% 31.8% 27.8% 
Italy 9.1% 53.0% 27.7% 10.3% 
Japan 18.5% 28.9% 10.3% 42.3% 
Korea 6.9% 62.7% 17.4% 13.1% 
Malta 8.4% 26.7% 30.8% 34.1% 
Netherlands 21.6% 33.1% 25.6% 19.6% 
Nigeria 11.1% 27.7% 32.5% 28.8% 
Poland 3.7% 36.4% 51.9% 8.1% 
Portugal 6.7% 14.2% 46.4% 32.7% 
Slovakia 11.3% 25.7% 49.6% 13.5% 
Slovenia 16.0% 28.8% 36.1% 19.1% 
Spain 9.3% 26.9% 40.6% 23.1% 
Turkey 52.8% 47.2% .0% .0% 
UK 19.3% 24.7% 30.1% 25.9% 
US 16.4% 38.5% 37.4% 7.7% 
Global 12.8% 33.3% 35.0% 18.9% 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Sample by Gender by Category in Selected Countries 
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Table 3.  
Gender by Country 
 
  
     Male 
                    
Female 
Argentina 47.3% 52.7% 
Austria 38.9% 61.1% 
Belgium 48.8% 51.2% 
Bulgaria 47.1% 52.9% 
Belarus 45.9% 54.1% 
Canada 49.8% 50.2% 
Chile 47.6% 52.4% 
China 60.0% 40.0% 
Denmark 50.1% 49.9% 
Estonia 45.0% 55.0% 
Finland 51.7% 48.3% 
Germany 47.0% 53.0% 
Hungary 47.8% 52.2% 
Iceland 50.6% 49.4% 
India 53.5% 46.5% 
Ireland 48.0% 52.0% 
Italy 47.8% 52.2% 
Japan 47.8% 52.2% 
Korea 46.8% 53.2% 
Latvia 40.3% 59.7% 
Lithuania 46.4% 53.6% 
Malta 45.3% 54.7% 
Netherlands 43.4% 56.6% 
Nigeria 59.7% 40.3% 
Poland 47.8% 52.2% 
Portugal 47.7% 52.3% 
Romania 49.4% 50.6% 
Russian Fed. 42.7% 57.3% 
Slovakia 47.9% 52.1% 
Slovenia 47.1% 52.9% 
S. Africa 46.0% 54.0% 
Spain 46.5% 53.5% 
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Turkey 49.7% 50.3% 
UK 46.6% 53.4% 
US 50.0% 50.0% 
Global 47.7% 52.3% 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Sample by Age by Selected Country (recoded) 
 
 
Table 4.  
Age Category by Country 
 
  15-29 
years 
30-49  
years 
50 and 
more 
years 
Argentina 26.9% 37.8% 35.2% 
Austria 19.2% 37.1% 43.8% 
Belgium 25.7% 35.5% 38.8% 
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Bulgaria 21.6% 42.6% 35.8% 
Belarus 25.1% 50.0% 24.9% 
Canada 23.3% 44.6% 32.1% 
Chile 35.9% 39.1% 24.9% 
China 30.3% 44.3% 25.4% 
Czech Rep. 21.3% 42.6% 36.1% 
Denmark 26.1% 39.2% 34.7% 
Estonia 29.6% 42.5% 27.9% 
Finland 19.6% 58.2% 22.3% 
France 27.8% 35.9% 36.2% 
Germany 24.3% 35.5% 40.2% 
Hungary 17.0% 39.8% 43.1% 
Iceland 31.1% 43.7% 25.2% 
India 37.8% 45.0% 17.2% 
Ireland 24.7% 37.2% 38.1% 
Italy 31.5% 36.6% 31.9% 
Japan 21.3% 47.1% 31.6% 
Korea 32.4% 48.7% 18.9% 
Latvia 28.2% 47.8% 23.9% 
Lithuania 30.0% 34.8% 35.2% 
Malta 22.1% 42.3% 35.6% 
Netherlands 24.7% 42.6% 32.7% 
Nigeria 54.4% 39.8% 5.8% 
Poland 19.7% 40.9% 39.4% 
Portugal 31.3% 32.0% 36.7% 
Romania 24.9% 36.2% 38.9% 
Russian Fed. 23.1% 41.7% 35.2% 
Slovakia 22.8% 43.9% 33.3% 
Slovenia 23.7% 40.1% 36.2% 
S. Africa 35.5% 42.0% 22.5% 
Spain 30.1% 35.9% 34.0% 
Turkey 38.9% 39.3% 21.9% 
UK 22.8% 34.4% 42.7% 
US 18.0% 39.8% 42.2% 
Global 27.0% 40.2% 32.8% 
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Figure 7. Sample by Educational Attainment by Selected Countries 
 
 
Table 5.   
Education Category by Country 
  
Incomplete 
elementary  
Completed 
elementary  
Incomplete 
Vo/tech   
Complete 
Vo/tech  
India 10.0% 8.9% .0% .0% 
Korea .0% 7.9% .0% .0% 
Nigeria 16.1% .0% 43.3% .0% 
South Africa 14.4% 9.0% .0% .0% 
Turkey 21.6% 42.8% 11.3% 10.4% 
Global 10.3% 11.1% 10.2% 1.9% 
          
  
Incomplete 
secondary 
Complete 
secondary 
University 
wo degree 
University 
w degree 
India 21.6% 23.1% .0% 36.3% 
Korea 10.1% 36.3% 39.7% 5.9% 
Nigeria .0% .0% 40.5% .0% 
South Africa 29.3% 23.7% 7.4% 16.2% 
Turkey 1.1% 4.1% 8.8% .0% 
Global 17.1% 21.2% 12.8% 15.2% 
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
India Korea Nigeria South 
Africa
Turkey Global
University w degree
University wo degree
Complete secondary
Incomplete secondary
Complete Vo/tech 
Incomplete Vo/tech  
Completed elementary 
Incomplete elementary 
21 
 
 
 
Figure 8. Sample by Marital Status by Selected Countries 
 
Table 6.  
 Marital Status by Country 
 
Countries Married 
Living together as 
married Divorced Separated Widowed 
Single/Never 
married 
Argentina 59.3% 4.0% 1.1% 4.8% 6.6% 24.3% 
Austria 62.8% 3.2% 4.8% .5% 11.2% 17.5% 
Belgium 59.4% 6.6% 3.2% 1.8% 9.4% 19.6% 
Bulgaria 74.8% .8% 3.3% .8% 7.3% 13.1% 
Belarus 72.1% 3.9% 5.7% .7% 4.4% 13.1% 
Canada 61.0% 7.3% 4.5% 3.0% 6.3% 17.9% 
Chile 54.4% 5.7% .6% 4.7% 5.4% 29.2% 
China 77.2% .3% .8% .2% 2.5% 19.0% 
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Czech Rep. 70.5% 3.9% 6.1% .2% 8.3% 11.0% 
Denmark 51.4% 15.9% 5.8% 1.1% 5.7% 20.1% 
Estonia 57.1% 7.7% 7.7% 2.3% 6.9% 18.3% 
Finland 69.9% 9.9% 3.8% .3% 4.1% 12.0% 
France 56.5% 10.4% 4.1% 1.6% 6.8% 20.7% 
Germany 57.8% 7.0% 4.5% .6% 11.1% 18.9% 
Hungary 69.5% 3.1% 4.3% 1.4% 11.1% 10.6% 
Iceland 53.9% 17.4% 4.1% .9% 3.9% 19.8% 
India 68.6% .3% .3% .2% 4.1% 26.5% 
Ireland 61.5% .6% .1% 1.2% 6.8% 29.8% 
Italy 58.4% 1.7% 1.1% 1.5% 5.6% 31.6% 
Japan 75.7% 1.8% .9% .4% 2.4% 18.9% 
Korea 64.5% .6% .4% 2.6% .0% 31.9% 
Latvia 67.3% 6.2% 6.1% 1.1% 3.6% 15.8% 
Lithuania 60.9% .9% 5.0% .7% 8.6% 23.9% 
Malta 72.8% .0% .0% .8% 4.3% 22.1% 
Netherlands 57.0% 6.6% 5.5% .4% 8.2% 22.3% 
Nigeria 51.0% 4.3% .6% .7% .8% 42.6% 
Poland 73.9% 1.4% 2.0% .9% 7.0% 14.8% 
Portugal 59.8% 1.6% 2.7% 1.4% 8.3% 26.2% 
Romania 66.8% 2.7% 3.0% .6% 9.3% 17.5% 
Russian Fed 68.4% 2.2% 10.0% 5.8% 1.2% 12.4% 
Slovakia 72.6% 1.2% 3.4% .7% 7.9% 14.1% 
Slovenia 66.9% 6.3% 2.2% .4% 6.0% 18.3% 
S. Africa 57.6% 3.1% 3.0% .8% 6.1% 29.4% 
Spain 61.3% 1.5% .8% 1.4% 7.3% 27.6% 
Turkey 71.5% .2% .7% .4% 4.5% 22.8% 
UK 61.3% 4.4% 4.3% 1.5% 10.8% 17.7% 
US 62.8% 2.7% 7.9% 2.4% 9.5% 14.7% 
Global 63.5% 4.0% 3.4% 1.4% 6.8% 20.9% 
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WVS, Wave 2 Crosstabulation and Factor analysis 
 
The variable neighbors, corresponds to the following question. Respondents could select 
all appropriate responses. 
Which of the following would you not like to have as neighbors?  
  
A) People with a criminal record     
B) People of a different race       
D) Heavy drinkers       
E) Emotionally unstable people  
F) Muslims  
G) Jews 
H) Immigrants/foreign workers  
I) People who have AIDS  
J) Drug addicts  
K) Homosexuals  
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Figure 9.  The variable neighbors by selected countries 
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Table 7.  
Breakdown of variable neighbors by country 
 
  
Criminal 
Record 
Differ 
Race 
Heavy 
Drinkers 
Unstable 
People Muslims 
Immigrant 
Workers AIDS 
Drug 
Addicts Gays 
Argentina 41.4% 2.7% 45.3% 21.5% 5.9% 2.1% 31.5% 50.0% 38.9% 
Austria 32.1% 8.2% 59.6% 20.0% 14.2% 20.2% 32.4% 59.9% 43.4% 
Belgium 30.0% 16.9% 49.1% 21.8% 26.6% 20.3% 24.2% 52.8% 24.1% 
Bulgaria 69.7% 39.0% 72.8% 53.4% 40.8% 34.4% 62.6% 69.2% 67.5% 
Belarus 71.8% 16.7% 81.7% 62.8% 24.0% 17.0% 72.6% 82.3% 79.0% 
Canada 42.5% 5.0% 54.7% 29.8% 10.3% 5.9% 20.7% 63.4% 29.7% 
Chile 45.8% 10.7% 51.8% 28.2% 11.6% 11.9% 40.7% 54.9% 57.5% 
China 41.4% 11.9% 57.5% 45.6% 12.1% 12.7% 76.2% 76.0% 71.9% 
Czech Rep 70.3% 25.7% 78.9% 28.6% 29.9% 25.7% 52.6% 78.5% 51.3% 
Denmark 27.9% 7.0% 33.8% 11.2% 15.4% 11.6% 9.1% 53.5% 11.7% 
Estonia 63.3% 18.9% 89.7% 37.1% 20.6% 17.1% 62.7% 86.7% 72.9% 
Finland 33.5% 24.8% 54.3% 24.3% 9.9% 4.6% 24.3% 67.7% 25.2% 
France 19.5% 9.4% 49.7% 16.9% 17.5% 12.8% 14.7% 43.9% 24.4% 
Germany 30.1% 10.7% 67.0% 26.7% 20.0% 17.1% 24.8% 59.3% 33.8% 
Hungary 77.3% 22.9% 81.5% 23.4% 18.3% 22.2% 65.9% 83.6% 75.3% 
Iceland 23.9% 7.5% 61.1% 32.5% 11.7% 7.7% 17.8% 73.8% 20.1% 
India 92.8% 34.9% 90.7% 69.3% 28.5% 36.6% 92.5% 92.6% 91.4% 
Ireland 51.7% 5.9% 34.1% 30.0% 13.4% 5.1% 34.6% 64.4% 33.2% 
Italy 48.0% 12.1% 51.1% 34.3% 14.3% 13.4% 42.3% 59.0% 36.8% 
Japan 49.7% 10.6% 58.3% 61.8% 28.8% 16.6% 76.6% 90.8% 68.5% 
Korea 30.9% 57.9% 16.6% 17.3% 20.9% 53.4% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 
Latvia 62.8% 12.8% 84.6% 53.6% 25.9% 30.8% 64.7% 88.8% 78.4% 
Lithuania 68.5% 20.0% 91.6% 48.3% 34.0% 14.8% 77.6% 88.9% 87.4% 
Malta 77.4% 10.2% 61.1% 34.4% 12.0% 8.9% 47.1% 63.6% 44.3% 
Netherlands 28.4% 7.4% 59.7% 18.5% 14.1% 8.9% 15.2% 72.7% 10.9% 
Nigeria 80.3% 31.2% 72.2% 57.3% 24.3% 26.3% 79.0% 76.5% 76.4% 
Poland 74.6% 16.8% 85.1% 49.4% 19.6% 10.0% 57.4% 76.1% 70.5% 
Portugal 59.3% 17.1% 51.2% 47.5% 19.2% 10.1% 47.2% 63.2% 52.4% 
Romania 66.8% 27.7% 79.1% 64.1% 34.5% 30.2% 65.8% 76.0% 75.4% 
Russian  62.9% 10.7% 81.6% 51.4% 15.5% 11.8% 68.0% 86.0% 80.5% 
Slovakia 73.8% 30.5% 75.2% 31.5% 33.5% 27.3% 62.0% 76.4% 64.0% 
Slovenia 38.3% 40.4% 45.0% 37.1% 38.3% 40.6% 41.6% 47.4% 43.1% 
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A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .850 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonally rotated component matrix: .763-Drug 
addicts, .737-Homosexuals, .718-People with AIDS, .640-Heavy Drinkers, .663-People with 
criminal record, .472-Emotionally unstable people, .159-Muslims, .126-People of a different 
race, .104-Immigrants/foreign workers.  
The scores suggest that the respondents are uncomfortable with neighbors who are drug 
addicts, homosexuals, people who have AIDs, heavy drinkers, or people with criminal records. 
The scores indicate that respondents have no difficulty with neighbors who are 
immigrants/foreign workers, of a different race, or Muslim.  The scores indicate that respondents 
are somewhat uncomfortable with neighbors who are emotionally unstable. 
Following is the mean factor by country scores displayed in a map. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Spain 36.7% 9.9% 39.7% 24.6% 11.8% 8.8% 34.0% 56.2% 29.1% 
Turkey 80.9% 34.0% 87.1% 71.7% 54.7% 28.3% 88.5% 92.0% 91.7% 
UK 41.2% 8.2% 48.9% 27.9% 16.4% 10.8% 24.2% 64.1% 33.2% 
US 49.2% 9.2% 60.1% 42.6% 14.1% 10.2% 27.9% 78.5% 38.2% 
Global 50.2% 17.1% 61.1% 35.4% 20.4% 17.7% 44.0% 66.8% 49.1% 
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Figure 10. Mean Factor Scores for the variable neighbors 
 
The variable beliefs refers to the question below. Respondents could select all appropriate 
types.   
 Which, if any, of the following do you believe in?  
A) Sin  
B) Re-incarnation  
C) Heaven  
D) Hell  
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E) Devil 
F) God 
  
 
 
Figure 11. The variable beliefs by selected countries 
 
Table 8.  
Breakdown of variable beliefs by country 
  
  
Sin Reincarnation Heaven Hell Devil God 
Argentina 71.7% 39.2% 69.3% 41.3% 47.0% 92.1% 
Austria 66.4% 29.4% 47.1% 20.2% 23.1% 86.7% 
Belgium 46.4% 16.9% 33.6% 16.4% 18.8% 71.2% 
Bulgaria 30.2% 25.4% 15.6% 11.0% 9.6% 40.3% 
Belarus 47.5% 0 12.1% 9.2% 10.4% 42.7% 
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Canada 73.8% 31.7% 71.3% 41.2% 42.9% 88.7% 
Chile 88.4% 48.7% 77.1% 44.7% 49.9% 94.9% 
China .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Czech Rep 55.5% 10.9% 22.9% 11.3% 12.8% 35.4% 
Denmark 23.8% 16.6% 19.3% 8.0% 10.4% 64.3% 
Estonia .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Finland 65.8% 33.6% 54.6% 27.2% 30.8% 75.9% 
France 43.0% 28.1% 32.4% 17.3% 20.4% 61.9% 
Germany 52.0% 19.9% 31.9% 12.3% 14.3% 60.5% 
Hungary 39.1% 23.2% 26.7% 16.2% 19.2% 65.4% 
Iceland 70.2% 39.5% 57.3% 12.0% 19.0% 85.1% 
India 67.2% 91.0% 43.4% 39.3% 27.1% 93.6% 
Ireland 86.6% 20.4% 89.5% 52.6% 55.3% 97.6% 
Italy 72.2% 27.2% 52.3% 40.2% 40.2% 89.9% 
Japan 28.0% 49.9% 42.8% 31.5% 18.8% 64.5% 
Korea .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Latvia 50.5% 44.6% 11.5% 7.2% 9.1% 58.3% 
Lithuania .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Malta 93.6% 19.8% 92.1% 84.0% 84.5% 99.5% 
Netherlands 45.5% 18.1% 37.3% 14.1% 17.5% 64.6% 
Nigeria 61.6% 39.1% 95.6% 51.0% 45.2% 100.0% 
Poland 88.5% 42.4% 75.3% 40.8% 33.0% 97.5% 
Portugal 71.7% 32.2% 62.2% 28.1% 28.9% 89.4% 
Romania 76.7% 24.1% 57.5% 42.6% 42.3% 93.7% 
Russian Fed 47.4% 21.6% 18.4% 16.4% 14.9% 43.8% 
Slovakia 67.8% 20.6% 47.3% 32.2% 30.1% 73.2% 
Slovenia 46.6% 17.4% 30.3% 17.2% 16.5% 62.7% 
S. Africa 75.7% 35.4% 90.4% 57.1% 56.0% 97.9% 
Spain 58.7% 27.0% 52.1% 29.3% 31.1% 85.5% 
Turkey 90.9% 34.7% 87.1% 85.3% 69.2% .0% 
UK 72.3% 30.0% 60.9% 29.2% 33.4% 79.3% 
US 88.7% 25.0% 86.6% 70.4% 69.1% 96.0% 
Global 63.2% 31.1% 51.8% 31.7% 31.7% 78.1% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .869 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
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analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonally rotated component matrix: .880-Hell, .868-
Devil, .771-Heaven, .663-Sin, .492-God, -.057-Re-incarnation.  
The scores indicate that respondents strongly believe in hell and the devil. Less strongly, the 
respondents believe in heaven, sin, life after death, and that people have souls.   
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
Figure 12.  Mean Factor Scores for the variable beliefs 
 
The variable unpaid corresponds to the following question. Respondents could select all 
that applied.   
 
Which of the following activities are you currently doing unpaid voluntary work for?  
 
A) Social welfare services for elderly, handicapped, or deprived people  
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B) Religious or church organizations  
C) Education, arts, music or cultural activities  
D) Trade unions  
E) Political parties or groups  
F) Local community action on issues like poverty, employment, housing, racial equality  
G) Third world development, or human rights  
H) Conservation, the environment, ecology  
I)  Professional associations  
J) Sports or recreation  
K) Women's groups  
L) Peace movement  
M) Voluntary organizations concerned with health  
N) Other groups  
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Figure 13. The variable unpaid by selected countries 
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Table 9.  
Breakdown of variable unpaid by country 
  
  Elderly Religious Arts Labor 
Political 
Party 
Political 
Action 
Human 
Rights Ecology 
Animal 
Rights 
Prof. 
Assoc Sports 
Women's 
Org 
Peace 
Mvt. Health Other 
Argentina 1.9% 4.8% 3.9% .5% .9% 1.1% .2% .1% .1% .5% 1.8% .4% .1% 1.6% 2.3% 
Austria 2.5% 5.7% 4.3% 2.4% 3.4% 1.4% .7% 1.4% .8% 1.2% 7.4% 2.3% .3% 1.7% 3.2% 
Belgium 6.2% 6.7% 7.1% 1.9% 1.6% 2.6% 2.9% 2.4% 1.8% 2.0% 6.1% 3.3% .9% 2.5% 2.3% 
Belarus .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Bulgaria 1.8% 2.4% 2.7% 4.5% 4.6% 1.7% 1.4% 3.4% 1.2% 2.3% 3.6% 1.3% .9% 2.2% 1.9% 
Canada 6.1% 15.4% 9.4% 3.6% 3.8% 4.1% 2.7% 3.5% 1.4% 5.4% 12.5% 4.5% 1.5% 6.8% 8.8% 
Chile 3.7% 11.9% 6.3% 2.1% 2.3% 3.3% .9% .9% .7% 1.4% 6.5% 1.6% .5% 2.1% 2.9% 
China 15.8% 2.0% 8.4% .8% 25.8% 4.5% .2% 2.0% .3% 17.1% 5.8% 3.0% .3% 1.6% 1.6% 
Czech Rep 1.8% 1.5% 2.3% 6.2% 1.6% .7% .1% 2.8% 1.6% 1.7% 7.6% 1.4% .2% 2.9% 4.3% 
Denmark 2.1% 2.4% 4.5% 3.3% 1.9% 2.0% .9% .9% .3% 2.6% 11.3% .5% .2% .9% 3.5% 
Estonia 1.1% 1.1% 7.3% 11.0% 4.4% 4.0% .9% 2.0% .3% 2.3% 8.4% 1.8% .9% .7% 2.4% 
Finland 7.5% 6.5% 8.5% 8.0% 6.8% 2.9% 2.2% 3.2% 1.0% 7.1% 16.0% 3.2% 1.2% 4.4% 6.6% 
France 5.4% 4.8% 4.6% 2.4% 1.6% 2.9% 1.4% 1.5% 1.1% 3.1% 6.2% .8% .5% 2.0% 4.0% 
Germany 3.5% 7.5% 3.9% 5.1% 4.0% 1.1% .7% 1.6% 1.3% 2.0% 10.9% 2.6% .6% 1.7% 3.8% 
Hungary 1.7% 2.6% 1.9% 4.6% 1.2% 1.5% .3% 1.3% .6% 1.6% 1.7% .5% .2% 2.0% .8% 
Iceland 9.5% 3.6% 5.3% 3.0% 4.4% .6% .4% 2.0% .4% 2.6% 14.0% 3.3% .3% 3.7% 4.3% 
India .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Ireland 6.9% 6.8% 4.0% 1.1% 2.2% 2.6% 1.3% .6% .3% 1.2% 7.0% 1.9% .2% 2.3% 1.6% 
Italy 3.4% 6.5% 2.8% 2.7% 3.5% 1.3% .7% 1.7% .8% 1.1% 6.6% .1% .7% 2.0% 1.8% 
Japan 1.9% 2.5% 3.0% 1.4% 1.4% .5% .2% 1.2% .2% 1.4% 2.8% 1.5% .8% .6% 3.9% 
Korea 7.4% 7.4% 3.0% 1.4% 2.4% 3.4% 1.8% 2.4% 2.1% 2.1% 3.0% 2.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.8% 
Latvia 4.1% 3.2% 4.5% 9.2% 6.0% 8.4% 4.0% 4.9% 2.2% 3.3% 8.9% 1.7% .9% 1.8% 1.9% 
Lithuania 1.0% 2.9% 5.5% 9.3% 3.8% 1.5% .9% 1.8% 1.0% 1.4% 6.5% 1.9% .8% 1.0% 1.5% 
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Malta 2.3% 9.7% 4.1% 2.0% 4.3% 1.5% .8% .8% .3% 1.3% 3.1% .8% .5% .3% 1.0% 
Netherlands 8.6% 9.3% 10.0% 1.5% 2.3% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 1.6% 1.9% 9.4% 2.5% 1.2% 3.3% 4.4% 
Nigeria .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Poland 4.8% 9.5% 1.9% 5.7% .8% 2.2% .5% 1.6% 1.5% 1.9% 2.7% 2.5% .1% 1.5% 3.0% 
Portugal 2.1% 6.4% 3.8% 1.4% 2.6% .8% .4% .4% .4% 1.1% 5.7% .0% .3% 1.9% 1.2% 
Romania 1.8% 4.4% 1.5% 14.1% 2.2% .6% .1% .9% .2% 1.5% 2.7% .4% .1% .4% 1.8% 
Russian 
Fed 1.3% 1.0% 2.6% 8.6% 4.5% 2.0% .4% 1.4% .7% .9% 3.1% 1.0% 1.0% .8% 2.3% 
Slovakia 2.6% 5.4% 3.0% 4.8% 1.5% 1.8% .2% 3.0% 1.7% 3.1% 5.5% 1.8% .1% 2.7% 2.3% 
Slovenia 1.4% 2.0% 3.2% 1.7% 1.3% 2.7% .5% 1.4% .6% 2.1% 3.0% .2% .3% .6% 2.6% 
Spain 1.7% 3.4% 2.4% 1.2% 1.1% .8% .8% 1.1% .7% 1.0% 2.3% .3% .6% .8% 1.1% 
Turkey .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
UK 4.7% 5.7% 2.9% 1.3% 1.5% .7% .8% 1.5% .5% 1.8% 3.4% 1.9% .4% 2.6% 3.6% 
US 6.1% 28.8% 10.0% 1.8% 4.7% 3.1% 1.0% 3.4% 2.2% 5.5% 8.3% 4.5% .8% 5.3% 6.4% 
Global 4.0% 6.5% 4.6% 3.9% 3.3% 2.1% 1.0% 1.9% 1.0% 2.5% 6.4% 1.8% .6% 2.2% 3.1% 
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          A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .821 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix: .544-Conservation, 
.666-Human Rights, .202-Political Group, .352-Women’s Group, .098-Professional association, 
.097-Cultural activities, -.098-Sports or recreation, .308-Social Welfare Service , .513-Local 
community action, .024-Other, .098-Religious organization.  
The scores indicate that respondents are most likely to do unpaid work for human rights 
organizations, conservation groups, local community action groups, women’s groups, social 
welfare services, and political groups, and less likely to do unpaid work for religious 
organizations, professional associations, sports or recreations, and cultural activities. 
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
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Figure 14. Mean Factor Scores for the variable unpaid 
 
The variable justify corresponds to the following question. The responses to this question 
are on a 10-point Likert Scale, with “never” on the low end and “always” on the high end.  
Which of the following do you think it can always be justified, never be justified, or 
something in between?  
A) Claiming government benefits which you are not entitled to  
B) Avoiding a fare on public transport  
C) Cheating on taxes  
D) Homosexuality 
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E) Prostitution 
F) Abortion 
G) Divorce 
H) Euthanasia  
I) Suicide  
J) Joyriding  
K) Taking the drug marijuana or hashish  
L) Lying in your own interest  
M) Adultery 
N) Littering 
O) DUI  
P) Under aged sex  
Q) Political assassinations  
 
 
 
Figure 15. The variable justify Part A by country
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Table 10.  
Breakdown of variable, justify, Part A 
 
 
 
Gov’t 
Benefit 
Skip 
bus fare 
Cheat on 
taxes 
Homo 
sexuality Prostitution Abortion Divorce Euthanasia Suicide Joyriding 
Taking 
drugs 
Argentina 7.0% 8.2% 3.9% 19.0% 9.9% 19.6% 52.5% 20.3% 5.6% 0.5% 1.3% 
Austria 2.1% 4.1% 5.0% 19.1% 17.0% 22.3% 34.6% 25.0% 13.1% 0.2% 2.0% 
Belgium 12.1% 10.6% 30.2% 23.5% 18.9% 27.7% 31.8% 39.9% 11.6% 2.0% 2.9% 
Bulgaria 
6.5% 12.4% 14.8% 
           
7.5% 10.3% 46.3% 39.0% 26.5% 11.9% 2.2% 2.6% 
Belarus 14.0% 17.2% 20.6% 8.9% 11.8% 32.6% 36.2% 35.0% 15.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Canada 6.8% 9.0% 12.3% 35.6% 26.3% 48.2% 59.2% 48.8% 19.7% 3.3% 14.6% 
Chile 30.0% 20.6% 5.9% 5.1% 4.8% 4.7% 21.2% 14.5% 4.5% 2.1% 1.9% 
China 4.9% 3.8% 3.9% 1.3% 1.3% 40.1% 36.4% 66.2% 12.8% 1.6% 0.4% 
Czech Rep 28.2% 5.5% 3.9% 35.3% 18.1% 47.4% 48.2% 26.0% 11.9% 6.5% 3.5% 
Denmark 2.5% 3.8% 10.0% 35.8% 20.7% 36.7% 46.6% 49.5% 14.3% 0.1% 7.7% 
Estonia 9.0% 9.1% 7.3% 9.1% 13.8% 61.3% 42.2% 29.8% 13.6% 4.0% 4.6% 
Finland 39.4% 7.9% 20.9% 31.8% 32.6% 35.3% 69.4% 62.0% 26.0% 0.9% 3.8% 
France 20.9% 11.6% 17.2% 23.1% 16.0% 26.9% 43.8% 42.9% 21.3% 2.2% 4.5% 
Germany 5.1% 5.7% 11.2% 30.0% 20.1% 37.7% 39.1% 28.4% 14.2% 1.0% 2.6% 
Hungary 16.4% 20.7% 20.3% 16.9% 17.4% 31.2% 37.4% 36.5% 17.0% 14.2% 14.5% 
Iceland 4.6% 14.9% 11.4% 45.6% 11.0% 14.8% 55.0% 35.5% 8.4% 3.2% 4.0% 
India 5.0% 1.9% 1.9% 0.8% 2.5% 8.1% 8.6% 20.9% 2.6% 1.6% 1.0% 
Ireland 4.9% 6.9% 12.5% 20.3% 7.7% 34.5% 31.4% 12.6% 7.3% 0.1% 1.9% 
Italy 8.3% 7.3% 12.1% 29.7% 12.9% 21.1% 48.8% 29.3% 10.8% 1.7% 4.8% 
Japan 5.3% 1.8% 2.5% 10.4% 4.8% 61.7% 36.2% 49.1% 15.0% 0.7% 1.1% 
Korea 23.0% 33.3% 10.1% 10.1% 22.1% 40.1% 62.1% 31.5% 35.7% 17.5% 6.7% 
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Latvia 5.9% 11.6% 12.1% 6.9% 13.0% 16.6% 46.0% 24.2% 14.8% 2.0% 2.2% 
Lithuania 5.2% 10.1% 7.6% 2.1% 6.4% 9.5% 21.0% 8.3% 7.0% 0.9% 1.0% 
Malta 0.5% 1.0% 6.2% 8.0% 1.8% 50.5% 17.1% 59.8% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Netherlands 3.3% 8.7% 16.6% 72.8% 54.3% 10.9% 60.2% 21.0% 38.5% 1.3% 10.2% 
Nigeria 6.4% 10.7% 8.1% 3.7% 7.5% 17.9% 17.1% 10.8% 4.2% 9.4% 6.0% 
Poland 6.9% 6.7% 12.4% 5.9% 4.3% 21.8% 24.0% 16.7% 7.8% 0.9% 2.0% 
Portugal 15.4% 14.6% 27.0% 8.9% 5.9% 36.4% 38.2% 23.3% 4.7% 1.3% 3.5% 
Romania 3.2% 8.8% 7.0% 4.1% 7.3% 27.8% 39.0% 25.7% 7.2% 3.7% 1.8% 
Russian Fed 6.5% 12.6% 16.0% 3.1% 5.2% 41.5% 30.9% 19.9% 9.6% 1.5% 1.0% 
Slovakia 29.5% 11.2% 5.6% 22.3% 13.0% 70.2% 43.8% 39.2% 12.0% 8.5% 4.2% 
Slovenia 18.6% 15.2% 9.0% 24.9% 22.6% 16.3% 70.8% 28.4% 25.4% 1.2% 3.9% 
S. Africa 9.1% 10.2% 13.9% 10.6% 8.9% 31.1% 23.6% 29.3% 8.3% 1.7% 7.5% 
Spain 13.5% 3.8% 12.8% 26.7% 17.0% 18.4% 47.9% 39.7% 8.6% 2.8% 4.4% 
Turkey 4.6% 4.4% 1.6% 6.8% 7.8% 27.0% 57.7% 36.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
UK 4.1% 7.6% 10.6% 18.0% 13.3% 28.9% 39.2% 31.1% 14.6% 1.5% 3.7% 
US 6.7% 5.3% 6.1% 17.7% 9.9% 13.5% 38.2% 21.2% 9.0% 0.7% 5.8% 
Global 10.9% 9.4% 11.4% 18.9% 13.7% 30.5% 38.9% 30.5% 12.0% 2.8% 4.2% 
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Figure 16. The variable justify Part B by country 
 
Table 11.  
Breakdown of variable justify by country, Part B 
 
 
Lying Adultery Littering DUI 
Under 
aged 
sex 
Political 
Assassination 
Argentina 8.0% 9.1% 2.8% 1.0% 13.2% 1.8% 
Austria 8.9% 7.0% 1.9% 1.2% 6.5% 1.9% 
Belgium 25.2% 10.5% 2.6% 4.1% 25.0% 3.9% 
Bulgaria 5.4% 23.8% 5.9% 3.3% 21.6% 8.7% 
Belarus 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Canada 15.3% 14.9% 2.8% 2.7% 22.5% 8.4% 
Chile 9.4% 12.0% 2.5% 1.5% 6.0% 2.9% 
China 29.7% 6.5% 1.8% 0.6% 5.7% 3.4% 
Czech 18.6% 18.3% 3.4% 1.8% 7.5% 1.5% 
Denmark 4.7% 6.5% 0.9% 0.2% 0.2% 8.7% 
Estonia 9.7% 18.7% 4.9% 4.2% 0.0% 7.9% 
Finland 13.1% 13.1% 5.2% 1.2% 19.2% 4.6% 
France 22.6% 17.9% 3.0% 2.8% 22.0% 2.9% 
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Germany 15.4% 9.5% 2.4% 2.5% 12.2% 15.7% 
Hungary 22.2% 16.7% 13.4% 14.5% 15.9% 1.2% 
Iceland 3.9% 3.2% 3.2% 1.4% 17.1% 3.7% 
India 9.0% 1.3% 2.0% 1.7% 1.6% 5.4% 
Ireland 7.6% 4.4% 2.1% 1.0% 1.1% 1.7% 
Italy 13.2% 17.7% 1.9% 0.7% 22.9% 4.7% 
Japan 6.4% 11.3% 4.0% 3.1% 10.8% 28.5% 
Korea 31.0% 29.3% 13.2% 15.9% 0.0% 8.4% 
Latvia 9.2% 21.5% 2.2% 4.6% 0.0% 2.9% 
Lithuania 4.1% 7.0% 4.2% 3.0% 6.2% 1.3% 
Malta 7.5% 1.3% 0.0% 0.8% 1.3% 4.2% 
Netherlands 21.5% 14.8% 2.8% 1.8% 48.9% 10.5% 
Nigeria 24.1% 14.3% 4.9% 4.4% 21.8% 7.8% 
Poland 7.0% 5.6% 2.0% 2.4% 4.5% 3.5% 
Portugal 22.4% 8.9% 2.8% 2.2% 18.6% 4.3% 
Romania 24.4% 9.0% 1.9% 1.3% 8.2% 3.5% 
Russian Fed 9.8% 12.8% 4.0% 2.1% 10.9% 5.3% 
Slovakia 20.0% 15.2% 9.3% 4.2% 11.9% 9.8% 
Slovenia 9.9% 30.6% 6.4% 8.2% 52.8% 11.3% 
S. Africa 13.5% 9.8% 1.6% 7.2% 12.0% 2.2% 
Spain 14.7% 9.9% 3.0% 1.9% 12.2% 3.1% 
Turkey 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
UK 10.5% 5.7% 4.5% 0.9% 3.5% 6.0% 
US 8.9% 5.3% 4.6% 2.3% 6.7% 7.0% 
Global 14.2% 11.6% 3.5% 3.1% 13.2% 5.5% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .900 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix: .777-Divorce, 
.728-Homosexuality, .758-Abortion, .702-Prostitution, .630-Euthanasia, .603-Suicide, .534-
Under aged sex, .502-Adultery, .312-Lying, .333-Taking drugs, .178-Cheating on taxes, .133-
Political assassination, .122-Driving under the influence, .100-Avoiding fare on public 
transportation, .069-Littering, .049-Joyriding, -.003-Falsely claiming Government Benefits.   
42 
 
The scores indicate that the most accepted types of behavior to be justified are divorce, 
homosexuality, abortion, prostitution, euthanasia, suicide, under aged sex, and adultery, while 
the least accepted types of behavior to be justified are falsely claiming government benefits, 
cheating on taxes, joyriding, littering, avoiding paying a fare of public transportation, and driving 
under the influence.  
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
 
Figure 17. Mean Factor Scores for the variable justify. 
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The variables future corresponds to the question below.  A three-point scale was used. 
The respondent’s choices were: “good,” “bad,” and “neutral.” Respondents gave responses for 
each of the options.   
Which of the following do you think would be a good thing, a bad thing, or neutral?  
 
A) Less emphasis on money and material possessions  
B) Decrease in the importance of work in our lives  
C) More emphasis on the development of technology  
D) Greater emphasis on the development of the individual  
E) Greater respect for authority  
F) More emphasis on family life  
G) A simple and more natural lifestyle  
 
 
 
Figure 18. The variable future by selected countries 
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Table 12.  
The variable future by selected countries 
 
  Less 
Money 
Less 
Work 
More 
Tech 
More 
Individual 
More 
Respect 
Authority 
More 
Family 
Simpler 
Lifestyle 
Argentina 71.4% 19.6% 77.8% 95.2% 69.0% 96.2% 91.8% 
Austria 55.4% 22.9% 41.6% 75.6% 47.4% 92.2% 85.2% 
Belgium 65.5% 43.9% 55.5% 80.7% 49.3% 84.6% 82.5% 
Bulgaria 60.7% 41.4% 81.4% 87.2% 78.0% 90.0% 81.6% 
Belarus 60.3% 27.8% 84.1% 85.2% 70.9% 94.9% 84.4% 
Canada 61.9% 31.1% 63.6% 90.4% 64.2% 93.6% 93.1% 
Chile 59.7% 18.3% 73.2% 40.0% 80.1% 97.5% 51.2% 
China 66.9% 8.2% 95.1% 88.3% 24.4% 73.8% 84.1% 
Czech Rep. 44.0% 8.0% 83.6% 93.2% 61.7% 93.9% 84.5% 
Denmark 77.7% 26.9% 58.9% 85.2% 34.9% 94.5% 83.7% 
Finland 71.1% 23.6% 83.7% 93.3% 26.2% 85.9% 90.7% 
France 70.6% 35.3% 67.7% 88.0% 59.2% 95.8% 91.6% 
Germany 50.0% 27.0% 76.4% 86.3% 40.4% 90.1% 63.5% 
Hungary 43.9% 25.0% 64.2% 71.6% 61.1% 88.9% 85.0% 
Iceland 59.3% 32.7% 75.4% 94.4% 42.3% 94.2% 78.7% 
India 43.4% 6.7% 69.3% 71.0% 54.4% 95.7% 80.0% 
Ireland 73.2% 22.4% 84.6% 89.5% 82.5% 74.6% 86.9% 
Italy 72.3% 24.8% 61.1% 93.7% 47.2% 94.4% 93.1% 
Japan 41.1% 5.6% 61.2% 70.2% 5.5% 92.0% 75.8% 
Korea 63.2% 16.4% 64.9% 83.6% 13.6% 85.4% 65.7% 
Latvia 0.0% 0.0% 90.4% 0.0%  0.0% 88.5% 0.0% 
Lithuania 33.4% 12.1% 80.6% 86.3% 52.6% 84.6% 80.4% 
Malta 76.1% 44.3% 88.4% 91.4% 94.9% 95.9% 89.4% 
Netherlands 62.8% 35.4% 74.3% 86.8% 52.4% 89.8% 87.3% 
Nigeria 63.7% 14.5% 48.4% 83.9% 90.9% 66.5% 77.2% 
Poland 60.8% 22.0% 95.7% 92.6% 73.1% 92.1% 89.7% 
Portugal 63.2% 36.5% 89.7% 90.3% 74.6% 96.6% 89.1% 
Russian Fed 41.5% 25.7% 70.1% 73.0% 68.2% 94.3% 89.3% 
Slovakia 25.0% 5.0% 84.2% 89.4% 54.4% 94.9% 89.3% 
Slovenia 49.6% 12.0% 74.6% 79.7% 66.0% 91.1% 82.3% 
S.  Africa 51.4% 14.9% 86.6% 80.6% 87.7% 91.1% 89.8% 
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Spain 80.7% 52.3% 84.1% 91.0% 67.6% 95.4% 87.1% 
Turkey 55.8% 16.1% 56.7% 91.0% 64.5% 90.7% 90.6% 
UK 64.4% 32.3% 90.2% 77.9% 73.2% 94.9% 80.7% 
US 71.6% 23.4% 65.7% 86.8% 77.2% 89.0% 85.2% 
Global 59.1% 25.2% 72.8% 84.7% 59.6% 90.3% 83.7% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .628 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix:  .676-More 
emphasis on family, .610 – More emphasis on individual, .560 – Greater respect for authority,  
.528 – More natural lifestyle, .468-More emphasis on technology, .111 – Less emphasis on 
money and stuff, - .071 – Less emphasis on work.  
The scores indicate that the most anticipated expectation of the future is having more 
emphasis on the family, followed by more emphasis on the individual, greater respect for 
authority, and a more natural lifestyle. The least anticipated expectations of the future are having 
less emphasis on money and possessions and less emphasis on work. 
Following are the mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
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Figure 19. Mean Factor Scores for the variable future 
 
The variable political corresponds to the question below. Respondents were asked to 
select one of the six point scale for their response, “have done,” “might do,” “would do,” “done,” 
“never do,” “don’t know.” 
Which of the following have you have actually done? Which might you do? Which   
would you never, under any circumstances, do?  
         
A) Signing a petition  
B) Joining in boycotts  
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C) Attending lawful demonstrations  
D) Joining unofficial strikes  
E) Occupying buildings or factories  
 
 
 
 
Figure 20. The variable political by selected countries 
 
 
Table 13. 
Breakdown of variable political by country 
 
 
Sign 
Petition Boycott Demonstration Strike 
Occupy 
Building 
Argentina 54.9% 12.5% 36.1% 18.3% 10.9% 
Austria 78.0% 30.3% 43.3% 8.7% 6.6% 
Belgium 75.4% 37.2% 53.2% 24.7% 25.1% 
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Bulgaria 61.0% 36.0% 63.0% 28.4% 15.5% 
Belarus 78.6% 42.2% 72.7% 31.1% 12.5% 
Canada 91.9% 66.1% 64.2% 35.0% 23.4% 
Chile 56.5% 15.4% 53.8% 24.5% 15.1% 
China 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Czech Rep. 80.3% 39.1% 79.0% 46.6% 18.2% 
Denmark 76.6% 42.3% 59.3% 40.7% 8.7% 
Estonia 77.4% 43.7% 68.2% 22.9% 7.8% 
Finland 86.2% 82.3% 67.6% 42.9% 21.3% 
France 82.7% 52.6% 65.2% 34.9% 32.6% 
Germany 90.5% 42.7% 72.7% 16.7% 12.7% 
Hungary 47.8% 16.4% 31.4% 30.2% 4.0% 
Iceland 83.8% 74.1% 76.2% 25.4% 10.7% 
India 70.0% 61.2% 60.2% 22.4% 6.5% 
Ireland 81.8% 40.7% 58.1% 27.1% 21.2% 
Italy 82.0% 58.2% 72.6% 25.5% 28.1% 
Japan 86.8% 56.5% 38.6% 16.3% 7.3% 
Korea 83.8% 61.0% 52.9% 35.9% 47.5% 
Latvia 88.0% 41.0% 77.7% 52.6% 6.5% 
Lithuania 86.9% 67.4% 84.8% 19.5% 21.0% 
Malta 57.9% 35.5% 36.1% 23.3% 14.2% 
Netherlands 82.5% 42.2% 64.2% 19.7% 24.9% 
Nigeria 39.6% 38.1% 50.2% 25.2% 12.9% 
Poland 60.4% 34.5% 58.9% 21.1% 18.8% 
Portugal 75.0% 32.5% 72.5% 32.4% 13.4% 
Russian Fed. 73.6% 40.6% 75.1% 44.7% 12.9% 
Slovakia 78.6% 41.3% 75.9% 9.5% 19.0% 
Slovenia 61.3% 54.1% 60.2% 24.1% 12.8% 
S. Africa 78.1% 50.9% 55.9% 27.4% 21.7% 
Spain 59.9% 32.2% 62.4% 24.7% 23.2% 
Turkey 54.4% 28.5% 37.3% 7.9% 4.0% 
UK 92.0% 48.0% 49.0% 28.3% 12.6% 
US 92.1% 63.8% 60.1% 35.0% 19.2% 
Global 75.5% 44.1% 61.1% 26.8% 17.2% 
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A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .787 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows unrotated component matrix:  .770 – Joining in boycott,  
.769-Attending demonstration, .749 – Joining unofficial strike, .669 – Occupying building, .651-
signing a petition.  
The scores indicate that the respondents are most likely to participating in a political 
action by joining a boycott, attending a demonstration joining an unofficial strike, occupying a 
building, and finally by signing a petition. 
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
 
Figure 21. Mean Factor Scores for the variable political 
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WVS Wave 2 Correlation and Regressions 
 
The Pearson’s Correlation showed that there is only a weak correlation between the 
variables neighbors, beliefs, unpaid, justify, political, and future at the .01 level.   
 
Table 14.  
Correlation of variables 
 
  
 
neighbors 
 
political 
 
belief 
 
justify 
 
unpaid future 
neighbors 1.000 .174 .029 -.240 -.085 -.099 
political .174 1.000 .091 -.336 -.113 -.164 
belief .029 .091 1.000 -.356 -.155 -.151 
justify -.240 -.336 -.356 1.000 .134 .279 
unpaid -.085 -.113 -.155 .134 1.000 .084 
future -.099 -.164 -.151 .279 .084 1.000 
 
Linear Regression analysis for this group found no relationship between the variables 
neighbors, beliefs, unpaid, justify, political, and future. With the dependent variable neighbor, 
the R-square adjusted was .127. With the dependent variable belief, the R-square adjusted was 
.196. To demonstrate a relationship, the value of R-square adjusted needs to be close to 1 or -1, 
for an inverse correlation. These scores indicate that there is little or no relationship between 
the variables. 
 
World Values Survey, Wave 4 Demographics and Analysis 
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The fourth wave of the World Values Survey occurred from 1999 through 2001. Seventy-
four countries participated. In this analysis, thirty-eight are used as they are in Wave 2. The 
countries, their populations, and sample sizes follow.  
 
Table 15.  
Population, Sample size of World Value Survey, Wave 4, by country 
 
           Country            Sample    Population, 2000
3
 
ARGENTINA 1280 36,737,664 
AUSTRIA 1522 8,139,299 
BELARUS 1000 10,401,784 
BELGIUM 1912 10,182,034 
BULGARIA 1000 8,194,772 
CANADA 1931 31,006,347 
CHILE 1200 14,973,843 
CHINA 1000 1,246,871,951 
CZECH REP. 1908 10,280,513 
DENMARK 1023 5,356,845 
ESTONIA 1005 1,408,523 
FINLAND 1038 5,158,372 
FRANCE 1615 58,978,172 
GERMANY 2036 82,087,361 
UK 1000 59,113,439 
HUNGARY 1000 10,186,372 
ICELAND 968 272,512 
INDIA 2002 1,000,848,550 
IRELAND 1012 3,632,944 
ITALY 2000 56,735,130 
JAPAN 1362 126,182,077 
KOREA 1200 48270909 
LATVIA 1013 2,353,874 
                                                          
3
 International Data Base: http://www.census.gov/ipc/www/idb/ accessed July 19, 2008 
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LITHUANIA 1018 3,584,966 
MALTA 1002 381,603 
NETHERLANDS 1003 15,807,641 
NIGERIA 2022 113,828,587 
POLAND 1095 38,608,929 
PORTUGAL 1000 9,918,040 
ROMANIA 1146 22,334,312 
RUSSIAN FED. 2500 146,393,569 
SLOVAKIA 1331 5,396,193 
SLOVENIA 1006 1,970,570 
S. AFRICA 3000 43,426,386 
SPAIN 2409 39,167,744 
TURKEY 4607 65,599,206 
US 1200 272,639,608 
GLOBAL 55366 5,995,544,836 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WVS Wave 4 Demographics 
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Figure 22. Income Class by selected countries 
 
Table 16.  
Income Category by Country 
 
  Upper/Upper 
middle class 
Middle, no 
manual 
workers 
Middle, 
manual 
workers 
Manual 
workers/Unskilled 
unemployed 
Argentina 11.6% 42.9% 33.2% 12.3% 
Austria 33.4% 19.5% 18.0% 29.1% 
Belgium 15.7% 23.6% 19.2% 41.5% 
Bulgaria 4.6% 39.2% 42.0% 14.2% 
Canada 18.6% 36.1% 34.2% 11.2% 
Chile 9.0% 28.3% 37.1% 25.5% 
China 2.5% 22.1% 46.6% 28.8% 
Czech Rep. 14.1% 29.5% 49.0% 7.4% 
France 23.8% 53.3% 20.8% 2.2% 
Germany 2.1% 25.5% 60.6% 11.8% 
Hungary 7.6% 26.3% 48.9% 17.2% 
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India 13.9% 57.0% 16.4% 12.7% 
Ireland 12.8% 27.7% 31.8% 27.8% 
Italy 9.1% 53.0% 27.7% 10.3% 
Japan 18.5% 28.9% 10.3% 42.3% 
Korea 6.9% 62.7% 17.4% 13.1% 
Malta 8.4% 26.7% 30.8% 34.1% 
Netherlands 21.6% 33.1% 25.6% 19.6% 
Nigeria 11.1% 27.7% 32.5% 28.8% 
Poland 3.7% 36.4% 51.9% 8.1% 
Portugal 6.7% 14.2% 46.4% 32.7% 
Slovakia 11.3% 25.7% 49.6% 13.5% 
Slovenia 16.0% 28.8% 36.1% 19.1% 
Spain 9.3% 26.9% 40.6% 23.1% 
Turkey 52.8% 47.2% .0% .0% 
UK 19.3% 24.7% 30.1% 25.9% 
US 16.4% 38.5% 37.4% 7.7% 
Global 12.8% 33.3% 35.0% 18.9% 
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Figure 23. Gender by selected countries 
 
Table 17.  
Gender by Country 
  
    Male 
                    
Female 
Argentina 47.3% 52.7% 
Austria 38.9% 61.1% 
Belgium 48.8% 51.2% 
Bulgaria 47.1% 52.9% 
Belarus 45.9% 54.1% 
Canada 49.8% 50.2% 
Chile 47.6% 52.4% 
China 60.0% 40.0% 
Denmark 50.1% 49.9% 
Estonia 45.0% 55.0% 
Finland 51.7% 48.3% 
Germany 47.0% 53.0% 
Hungary 47.8% 52.2% 
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Iceland 50.6% 49.4% 
India 53.5% 46.5% 
Ireland 48.0% 52.0% 
Italy 47.8% 52.2% 
Japan 47.8% 52.2% 
Korea 46.8% 53.2% 
Latvia 40.3% 59.7% 
Lithuania 46.4% 53.6% 
Malta 45.3% 54.7% 
Netherlands 43.4% 56.6% 
Nigeria 59.7% 40.3% 
Poland 47.8% 52.2% 
Portugal 47.7% 52.3% 
Romania 49.4% 50.6% 
Russian Fed. 42.7% 57.3% 
Slovakia 47.9% 52.1% 
Slovenia 47.1% 52.9% 
South Africa 46.0% 54.0% 
Spain 46.5% 53.5% 
Turkey 49.7% 50.3% 
UK 46.6% 53.4% 
US 50.0% 50.0% 
Global 47.7% 52.3% 
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Figure 24. Sample by Age, by Selected Country (recoded) 
 
Table 18.   
Age Category by Country 
 
  15-29 
years 
30-49  
years 
50 and 
more 
years 
Argentina 26.9% 37.8% 35.2% 
Austria 19.2% 37.1% 43.8% 
Belgium 25.7% 35.5% 38.8% 
Bulgaria 21.6% 42.6% 35.8% 
Belarus 25.1% 50.0% 24.9% 
Canada 23.3% 44.6% 32.1% 
Chile 35.9% 39.1% 24.9% 
China 30.3% 44.3% 25.4% 
Czech Rep. 21.3% 42.6% 36.1% 
Denmark 26.1% 39.2% 34.7% 
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Estonia 29.6% 42.5% 27.9% 
Finland 19.6% 58.2% 22.3% 
France 27.8% 35.9% 36.2% 
Germany 24.3% 35.5% 40.2% 
Hungary 17.0% 39.8% 43.1% 
Iceland 31.1% 43.7% 25.2% 
India 37.8% 45.0% 17.2% 
Ireland 24.7% 37.2% 38.1% 
Italy 31.5% 36.6% 31.9% 
Japan 21.3% 47.1% 31.6% 
Korea 32.4% 48.7% 18.9% 
Latvia 28.2% 47.8% 23.9% 
Lithuania 30.0% 34.8% 35.2% 
Malta 22.1% 42.3% 35.6% 
Netherlands 24.7% 42.6% 32.7% 
Nigeria 54.4% 39.8% 5.8% 
Poland 19.7% 40.9% 39.4% 
Portugal 31.3% 32.0% 36.7% 
Romania 24.9% 36.2% 38.9% 
Russian Fed. 23.1% 41.7% 35.2% 
Slovakia 22.8% 43.9% 33.3% 
Slovenia 23.7% 40.1% 36.2% 
S. Africa 35.5% 42.0% 22.5% 
Spain 30.1% 35.9% 34.0% 
Turkey 38.9% 39.3% 21.9% 
UK 22.8% 34.4% 42.7% 
US 18.0% 39.8% 42.2% 
Global 27.0% 40.2% 32.8% 
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Figure 25. Sample by Marital Status by Selected Countries 
 
Table 19.  Marital Status by Country 
 
Countries Married 
Living together 
as married Divorced Separated Widowed 
Single/Never 
married 
Argentina 59.3% 4.0% 1.1% 4.8% 6.6% 24.3% 
Austria 62.8% 3.2% 4.8% .5% 11.2% 17.5% 
Belgium 59.4% 6.6% 3.2% 1.8% 9.4% 19.6% 
Bulgaria 74.8% .8% 3.3% .8% 7.3% 13.1% 
Belarus 72.1% 3.9% 5.7% .7% 4.4% 13.1% 
Canada 61.0% 7.3% 4.5% 3.0% 6.3% 17.9% 
Chile 54.4% 5.7% .6% 4.7% 5.4% 29.2% 
China 77.2% .3% .8% .2% 2.5% 19.0% 
Czech Rep 70.5% 3.9% 6.1% .2% 8.3% 11.0% 
Denmark 51.4% 15.9% 5.8% 1.1% 5.7% 20.1% 
Estonia 57.1% 7.7% 7.7% 2.3% 6.9% 18.3% 
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Finland 69.9% 9.9% 3.8% .3% 4.1% 12.0% 
France 56.5% 10.4% 4.1% 1.6% 6.8% 20.7% 
Germany 57.8% 7.0% 4.5% .6% 11.1% 18.9% 
Hungary 69.5% 3.1% 4.3% 1.4% 11.1% 10.6% 
Iceland 53.9% 17.4% 4.1% .9% 3.9% 19.8% 
India 68.6% .3% .3% .2% 4.1% 26.5% 
Ireland 61.5% .6% .1% 1.2% 6.8% 29.8% 
Italy 58.4% 1.7% 1.1% 1.5% 5.6% 31.6% 
Japan 75.7% 1.8% .9% .4% 2.4% 18.9% 
Korea 64.5% .6% .4% 2.6% .0% 31.9% 
Latvia 67.3% 6.2% 6.1% 1.1% 3.6% 15.8% 
Lithuania 60.9% .9% 5.0% .7% 8.6% 23.9% 
Malta 72.8% .0% .0% .8% 4.3% 22.1% 
Netherlands 57.0% 6.6% 5.5% .4% 8.2% 22.3% 
Nigeria 51.0% 4.3% .6% .7% .8% 42.6% 
Poland 73.9% 1.4% 2.0% .9% 7.0% 14.8% 
Portugal 59.8% 1.6% 2.7% 1.4% 8.3% 26.2% 
Romania 66.8% 2.7% 3.0% .6% 9.3% 17.5% 
Russian Fed 68.4% 2.2% 10.0% 5.8% 1.2% 12.4% 
Slovakia 72.6% 1.2% 3.4% .7% 7.9% 14.1% 
Slovenia 66.9% 6.3% 2.2% .4% 6.0% 18.3% 
S. Africa 57.6% 3.1% 3.0% .8% 6.1% 29.4% 
Spain 61.3% 1.5% .8% 1.4% 7.3% 27.6% 
Turkey 71.5% .2% .7% .4% 4.5% 22.8% 
UK 61.3% 4.4% 4.3% 1.5% 10.8% 17.7% 
US 62.8% 2.7% 7.9% 2.4% 9.5% 14.7% 
Global 63.5% 4.0% 3.4% 1.4% 6.8% 20.9% 
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Figure 26. Educational Attainment by Selected Countries 
 
Table 20.  
Education Category by Country 
 
  
Incomplete 
elementary  
Completed 
elementary  
Incomplete 
Vo/tech 
Complete 
Vo/tech 
Incomplete 
secondary 
Complete 
secondary 
University 
wo degree 
University 
w degree 
Argentina  10.7% 27.1% 21.3% 18.8% 3.9% 8.8% 4.8% 4.6% 
Austria 6.6% 38.6% 6.6% 20.6% 3.1% 12.1% 2.9% 9.5% 
Belgium 2.2% 9.4% 9.8% 13.9% 18.7% 11.7% 22.6% 11.8% 
Bulgaria 3.1% 7.2% 16.5% 3.1% 4.8% 37.8% 10.9% 16.6% 
Belarus 2.1% 14.1% 10.8% 10.0% 21.2% 27.1% 2.0% 12.7% 
Canada 3.1% 4.5% 19.2% 24.1% 6.3% 16.8% 8.9% 17.1% 
Chile 14.7% 7.3% 14.4% 30.1% 5.7% 10.3% 6.4% 11.2% 
China 14.0% 27.8% .0% 38.2% .0% 15.7% 3.9% .4% 
Czech Rep .4% 18.1% 28.1% 2.1% 6.4% 31.0% 1.4% 12.5% 
Denmark .3% 23.1% 33.0% 3.2% 3.7% 8.4% 19.0% 9.3% 
Estonia 7.2% 15.2% 6.7% 29.9% .0% 22.3% .0% 18.8% 
Finland  .0% 24.6% 29.6% 20.8% 11.7% .0% 6.5% 6.7% 
France  18.4% 12.8% 26.7% 5.5% 7.3% 7.2% 10.8% 11.2% 
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Germany  2.0% 43.8% .0% .0% 33.2% 10.3% .0% 10.6% 
Hungary 8.8% 21.6% 28.9% .0% .0% 29.8% 6.1% 4.8% 
Iceland 1.0% 31.1% 9.3% 17.7% 7.6% 13.5% 12.9% 6.8% 
India 39.9% 12.2% .0% .0% 13.0% 11.4% 9.7% 13.6% 
Ireland  23.0% 8.2% 19.9% .0% 29.2% .0% 15.5% 4.3% 
Italy 6.5% 18.7% 18.5% 7.1% 2.5% 31.9% 2.8% 12.1% 
Japan .0% 9.8% 1.0% 11.6% 3.4% 50.0% .7% 23.6% 
Korea .8% 3.8% .0% 10.0% .0% 46.8% 10.1% 28.5% 
Latvia 3.0% 16.5% 3.8% 18.8% 23.0% 17.6% 3.1% 14.2% 
Lithuania 2.6% 5.5% 8.3% 6.3% 20.3% 31.4% 3.1% 22.5% 
Malta  3.6% 26.3% .0% 8.6% 41.7% 9.3% 7.5% 3.0% 
Netherlands 1.0% 5.3% 24.4% 23.2% 6.6% 5.2% 22.3% 12.0% 
Nigeria 16.1% 13.6% 8.5% 24.8% 2.7% 11.0% 11.0% 12.3% 
Poland 5.2% 23.9% 27.2% 3.0% 4.3% 22.1% 5.5% 8.8% 
Portugal 10.2% 12.6% 29.5% 11.7% 11.8% 14.1% 3.5% 6.6% 
Romania 20.2% 12.5% 3.3% 16.9% 4.6% 24.9% 8.3% 9.3% 
Russian Fed  4.0% 4.4% 5.0% 34.4% 12.7% 18.8% 2.5% 18.3% 
Slovakia 1.3% 14.0% 13.1% 33.0% 3.2% 26.7% .6% 8.2% 
Slovenia 3.8% 21.1% 2.8% 25.1% 32.1% .0% 5.2% 9.9% 
S. Africa 15.0% 7.6% 33.8% 31.4% 1.1% 6.4% .0% 4.7% 
Spain 22.0% 34.5% 3.5% 10.3% 3.2% 11.2% 3.6% 11.8% 
Turkey  16.4% 41.5% .0% .0% 9.0% 24.1% .0% 9.1% 
UK .0% 42.6% .0% 8.4% 21.3% 13.2% 10.8% 3.7% 
US 2.2% 12.4% 5.2% 13.8% 9.6% 6.4% 20.2% 30.4% 
Total 9.3% 18.5% 12.3% 14.5% 10.0% 17.3% 6.4% 11.7% 
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WVS Wave 4 Cross tabulation and Factor analysis 
 
The variable, neighbors, corresponds to the following question. The respondent could 
select all appropriate types.   
From the list below, please select those who you would not like to have as neighbors?   
 
A) People with a criminal record     
B) People of a different race       
C) Immigrants/foreign workers  
D) Muslims  
E) Heavy drinkers       
F) Emotionally unstable people  
G) Drug addicts  
H) Homosexuals  
I) People who have AIDS  
 
Figure 27. The variable neighbors by selected countries 
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Argentina India Nigeria Turkey US
Criminal Record
Different Race
Immigrant Workers
Muslims
Heavy Drinkers
Unstable People
Drug Addicts
Gays
AIDS
64 
 
Table 21.  
Breakdown of variable neighbors by country 
 
 
Criminal 
Record 
Different 
Race 
Immigrant 
Workers Muslims 
Heavy 
Drinkers 
Unstable 
People 
Drug 
Addicts Gays AIDS 
Argentina 41.4% 2.7% 2.1% 5.9% 45.3% 21.5% 50.0% 38.9% 31.5% 
Austria 32.1% 8.2% 20.2% 14.2% 59.6% 20.0% 59.9% 43.4% 32.4% 
Belgium 30.0% 16.9% 20.3% 26.6% 49.1% 21.8% 52.8% 24.1% 24.2% 
Bulgaria 69.7% 39.0% 34.4% 40.8% 72.8% 53.4% 69.2% 67.5% 62.6% 
Belarus 71.8% 16.7% 17.0% 24.0% 81.7% 62.8% 82.3% 79.0% 72.6% 
Canada 42.5% 5.0% 5.9% 10.3% 54.7% 29.8% 63.4% 29.7% 20.7% 
Chile 45.8% 10.7% 11.9% 11.6% 51.8% 28.2% 54.9% 57.5% 40.7% 
China 41.4% 11.9% 12.7% 12.1% 57.5% 45.6% 76.0% 71.9% 76.2% 
Czech Rep 70.3% 25.7% 25.7% 29.9% 78.9% 28.6% 78.5% 51.3% 52.6% 
Denmark 27.9% 7.0% 11.6% 15.4% 33.8% 11.2% 53.5% 11.7% 9.1% 
Estonia 63.3% 18.9% 17.1% 20.6% 89.7% 37.1% 86.7% 72.9% 62.7% 
Finland 33.5% 24.8% 4.6% 9.9% 54.3% 24.3% 67.7% 25.2% 24.3% 
France 19.5% 9.4% 12.8% 17.5% 49.7% 16.9% 43.9% 24.4% 14.7% 
Germany 30.1% 10.7% 17.1% 20.0% 67.0% 26.7% 59.3% 33.8% 24.8% 
Hungary 77.3% 22.9% 22.2% 18.3% 81.5% 23.4% 83.6% 75.3% 65.9% 
Iceland 23.9% 7.5% 7.7% 11.7% 61.1% 32.5% 73.8% 20.1% 17.8% 
India 92.8% 34.9% 36.6% 28.5% 90.7% 69.3% 92.6% 91.4% 92.5% 
Ireland 51.7% 5.9% 5.1% 13.4% 34.1% 30.0% 64.4% 33.2% 34.6% 
Italy 48.0% 12.1% 13.4% 14.3% 51.1% 34.3% 59.0% 36.8% 42.3% 
Japan 49.7% 10.6% 16.6% 28.8% 58.3% 61.8% 90.8% 68.5% 76.6% 
Korea 30.9% 57.9% 53.4% 20.9% 16.6% 17.3% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 
Latvia 62.8% 12.8% 30.8% 25.9% 84.6% 53.6% 88.8% 78.4% 64.7% 
Lithuania 68.5% 20.0% 14.8% 34.0% 91.6% 48.3% 88.9% 87.4% 77.6% 
Malta 77.4% 10.2% 8.9% 12.0% 61.1% 34.4% 63.6% 44.3% 47.1% 
Netherlands 28.4% 7.4% 8.9% 14.1% 59.7% 18.5% 72.7% 10.9% 15.2% 
Nigeria 80.3% 31.2% 26.3% 24.3% 72.2% 57.3% 76.5% 76.4% 79.0% 
Poland 74.6% 16.8% 10.0% 19.6% 85.1% 49.4% 76.1% 70.5% 57.4% 
Portugal 59.3% 17.1% 10.1% 19.2% 51.2% 47.5% 63.2% 52.4% 47.2% 
Romania 66.8% 27.7% 30.2% 34.5% 79.1% 64.1% 76.0% 75.4% 65.8% 
Russian Fed 62.9% 10.7% 11.8% 15.5% 81.6% 51.4% 86.0% 80.5% 68.0% 
Slovakia 73.8% 30.5% 27.3% 33.5% 75.2% 31.5% 76.4% 64.0% 62.0% 
Slovenia 38.3% 40.4% 40.6% 38.3% 45.0% 37.1% 47.4% 43.1% 41.6% 
Spain 36.7% 9.9% 8.8% 11.8% 39.7% 24.6% 56.2% 29.1% 34.0% 
Turkey 80.9% 34.0% 28.3% 54.7% 87.1% 71.7% 92.0% 91.7% 88.5% 
UK 41.2% 8.2% 10.8% 16.4% 48.9% 27.9% 64.1% 33.2% 24.2% 
US 49.2% 9.2% 10.2% 14.1% 60.1% 42.6% 78.5% 38.2% 27.9% 
Global 50.2% 17.1% 17.7% 20.4% 61.1% 35.4% 66.8% 49.1% 44.0% 
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A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .871 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonally rotated component matrix: .776-Drug 
addicts, .761-Homosexuals, .731-People with AIDS, .681-Heavy Drinkers, .641-People with 
criminal record, .571-Emotionally unstable people, .195-Muslims, .090-People of a different 
race, .079-Immigrants/foreign workers.  
The scores suggest that the respondents are uncomfortable with neighbors who are drug 
addicts, homosexuals, people who have AIDs, heavy drinkers, or people with criminal records. 
The scores indicate that respondents have no difficulty with neighbors who are 
immigrants/foreign workers, of a different race, or Muslim.  The scores indicate that respondents 
are somewhat uncomfortable with neighbors who are emotionally unstable. 
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
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Figure 28.  Mean Factor Scores for the variable neighbors 
 
The variable, beliefs, refers to the following question. Respondents could select all that 
applied. 
Which, if any, of the following do you believe in?  
 
A) Sin  
B) Re-incarnation  
C) Heaven  
D) Hell  
E) Devil 
F) God 
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Figure 29. The variable beliefs by selected countries  
 
Table 22.  
Breakdown of variable beliefs by country 
 
  Sin Reincarnation Heaven Hell Devil God 
Argentina 71.7% 39.2% 69.3% 41.3% 47.0% 92.1% 
Austria 66.4% 29.4% 47.1% 20.2% 23.1% 86.7% 
Belgium 46.4% 16.9% 33.6% 16.4% 18.8% 71.2% 
Bulgaria 30.2% 25.4% 15.6% 11.0% 9.6% 40.3% 
Belarus 47.5% .0% 12.1% 9.2% 10.4% 42.7% 
Canada 73.8% 31.7% 71.3% 41.2% 42.9% 88.7% 
Chile 88.4% 48.7% 77.1% 44.7% 49.9% 94.9% 
China .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Czech Rep 55.5% 10.9% 22.9% 11.3% 12.8% 35.4% 
Denmark 23.8% 16.6% 19.3% 8.0% 10.4% 64.3% 
Estonia .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
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Finland 65.8% 33.6% 54.6% 27.2% 30.8% 75.9% 
France 43.0% 28.1% 32.4% 17.3% 20.4% 61.9% 
Germany 52.0% 19.9% 31.9% 12.3% 14.3% 60.5% 
Hungary 39.1% 23.2% 26.7% 16.2% 19.2% 65.4% 
Iceland 70.2% 39.5% 57.3% 12.0% 19.0% 85.1% 
India 67.2% 91.0% 43.4% 39.3% 27.1% 93.6% 
Ireland 86.6% 20.4% 89.5% 52.6% 55.3% 97.6% 
Italy 72.2% 27.2% 52.3% 40.2% 40.2% 89.9% 
Japan 28.0% 49.9% 42.8% 31.5% 18.8% 64.5% 
Korea .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Latvia 50.5% 44.6% 11.5% 7.2% 9.1% 58.3% 
Lithuania .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
Malta 93.6% 19.8% 92.1% 84.0% 84.5% 99.5% 
Netherlands 45.5% 18.1% 37.3% 14.1% 17.5% 64.6% 
Nigeria 61.6% 39.1% 95.6% 51.0% 45.2% 100.0% 
Poland 88.5% 42.4% 75.3% 40.8% 33.0% 97.5% 
Portugal 71.7% 32.2% 62.2% 28.1% 28.9% 89.4% 
Romania 76.7% 24.1% 57.5% 42.6% 42.3% 93.7% 
Russian Fed 47.4% 21.6% 18.4% 16.4% 14.9% 43.8% 
Slovakia 67.8% 20.6% 47.3% 32.2% 30.1% 73.2% 
Slovenia 46.6% 17.4% 30.3% 17.2% 16.5% 62.7% 
S. Africa 75.7% 35.4% 90.4% 57.1% 56.0% 97.9% 
Spain 58.7% 27.0% 52.1% 29.3% 31.1% 85.5% 
Turkey 90.9% 34.7% 87.1% 85.3% 69.2% .0% 
UK 72.3% 30.0% 60.9% 29.2% 33.4% 79.3% 
US 88.7% 25.0% 86.6% 70.4% 69.1% 96.0% 
Global 63.2% 31.1% 51.8% 31.7% 31.7% 78.1% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .887 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonally rotated component matrix: .873-Hell, .868-
Devil, .761-Heaven, .663-Sin, .478-God, -059-Re-incarnation.  
The scores indicate that respondents strongly believe in hell and the devil. Less strongly, 
the respondents believe in God, heaven, and sin.  
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Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
Figure 30. Mean Factor Scores for the variable beliefs 
 
The variable unpaid corresponds to the following question. Respondents selected all that 
applied. 
 
Which of the following are you currently doing unpaid voluntary work for?  
 
A) Social welfare services for elderly, handicapped, or deprived people  
B) Religious or church organizations  
C) Education, arts, music or cultural activities  
D) Political parties or groups  
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E) Local community action on issues like poverty, employment, housing, racial equality  
F) Third world development, or human rights  
G) Conservation, the environment, ecology  
H) Professional associations  
I) Sports or recreation  
J) Women's groups  
K) Voluntary organizations concerned with health  
L) Peace movement  
M) Other groups  
 
 
Figure 31. The variable unpaid by selected countries 
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Table 23.  
Breakdown of variable unpaid by country 
  Elderly Religious Education Political 
Local 
Political 
Human 
Rights Ecology 
Prof. 
Assoc. Sports 
Women 
Org. Health 
Peace 
Mvt Other 
Argentina 2.7% 8.9% 3.8% 3.0% 2.6% .3% 1.4% 1.0% 2.5% .7% .2% 2.1% 2.0% 
Austria 3.1% 7.2% 6.6% 3.4% 1.3% .8% 2.2% 1.6% 8.3% 2.7% .2% 2.8% 3.9% 
Belgium 6.0% 6.1% 9.4% 2.9% 2.7% 5.0% 3.3% 2.9% 7.9% 2.9% 1.4% 4.2% 7.6% 
Bulgaria 1.7% 1.8% 2.8% 3.7% .8% .3% 1.5% 2.2% 3.6% .8% .4% .9% 1.6% 
Belarus 2.5% 4.1% 2.0% .8% .9% .7% 2.2% .6% 1.2% .5% .6% 1.7% 1.2% 
Canada 9.6% 19.3% 10.6% 2.7% 4.6% 2.4% 3.9% 5.3% 12.7% 5.4% 1.1% 8.2% 8.6% 
Chile 6.1% 17.1% 7.2% 1.9% 3.8% 1.7% 2.2% 2.3% 12.1% 4.8% 2.2% 2.9% 0.0% 
China 56.0% 4.3% 16.4% 9.9% 14.1% 4.6% 27.7% 3.6% 12.7% 15.0% 16.0% 24.0% 1.6% 
Czech Rep 3.6% 3.0% 6.2% 2.4% 1.9% .4% 3.0% 2.4% 9.9% 1.1% .2% 3.0% 4.9% 
Denmark 4.0% 3.3% 5.4% 2.6% 3.0% 1.2% 2.2% 3.8% 14.2% .8% .4% 1.0% 6.5% 
Estonia 2.6% 2.8% 5.8% 1.5% 1.8% .3% 1.2% 1.5% 3.7% 1.4% .4% .7% 3.0% 
Finland 6.7% 7.1% 4.9% 2.6% 1.5% 3.3% 2.1% 2.0% 12.5% 1.8% .9% 3.9% 5.2% 
France 4.1% 3.5% 5.1% .7% 1.7% .6% .9% 1.5% 9.1% .1% .2% 1.6% 6.1% 
Germany 1.8% 4.1% 2.8% 1.1% .3% .1% .9% .5% 5.6% 1.8% .0% 1.1% 2.4% 
Hungary 2.5% 5.3% 3.2% .9% 1.1% .2% 1.9% 1.7% 2.6% .2% .4% 1.3% 2.0% 
Iceland 8.7% 4.6% 5.9% 3.4% .7% 1.3% 1.3% 3.0% 11.4% 2.3% .1% 1.9% 1.7% 
India 6.3% 14.3% 11.6% 8.2% 5.3% 2.2% 5.3% 5.6% 8.9% 5.5% 4.0% 7.1% 5.4% 
Ireland 4.3% 9.5% 4.8% 2.0% 3.4% 2.0% 1.3% 3.1% 12.6% 2.8% .8% 3.1% 4.5% 
Italy 5.1% 6.7% 6.1% 2.3% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8% 3.2% 6.3% .4% .9% 2.9% 1.6% 
Japan 5.4% 3.2% 3.9% 1.2% .4% .3% 1.2% 1.3% 3.3% 1.2% .7% 1.5% 0.0% 
Korea 9.1% 26.9% 8.5% 2.2% 6.9% 1.3% 4.5% 4.1% 11.8% 3.9% 1.8% .5% 0.0% 
Latvia 1.8% 3.8% 4.4% .9% 1.7% .3% .5% .5% 6.2% .3% .1% .5% 4.7% 
Lithuania .9% 3.5% 2.6% 1.9% .7% .3% .6% .4% 2.7% .3% .2% 1.7% 2.7% 
Malta 5.0% 13.1% 3.8% 4.5% 3.9% 1.6% 1.9% 1.7% 5.5% 1.7% .5% 7.0% 0.0% 
Netherlands 9.2% 11.4% 16.9% 2.6% 3.9% 3.9% 2.5% 3.7% 16.2% 2.1% .6% .7% 1.9% 
Nigeria 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Poland 2.3% 3.6% 1.7% .6% 1.3% .2% .7% 1.2% 2.2% .5% .1% 1.0% 6.3% 
Portugal 1.5% 3.7% 2.7% 1.0% 1.1% .8% .6% .9% 5.0% .1% .3% .6% 2.3% 
Romania 1.0% 3.6% 1.7% 1.8% .6% .4% .6% 1.0% 1.2% .3% .0% .3% 2.6% 
Russian Fed .5% .5% .4% .3% .6% .0% .4% .4% 1.2% .3% .0% 3.8% 1.5% 
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Slovakia 6.2% 12.9% 5.6% 5.1% 6.8% .2% 2.0% 3.0% 13.4% 4.7% .2% 2.1% .7% 
Slovenia 4.9% 4.5% 6.7% 1.3% 5.8% .4% 2.9% 2.7% 8.4% 1.3% .6% 3.6% 6.2% 
S.  Africa 6.4% 36.4% 7.0% 4.3% 4.5% 1.3% 1.8% 1.7% 10.9% 6.1% 2.5% 1.5% 5.9% 
Spain 2.3% 4.1% 2.9% 1.2% 1.7% 1.4% 1.1% .7% 3.1% .8% .5% .3% 2.4% 
Turkey .3% .7% 1.2% 2.9% .2% .2% .2% .7% .6% .2% .1% 9.8% 1.2% 
UK 13.7% 6.4% 3.2% 1.3% 1.7% 4.6% 7.6% 7.7% 3.8% 1.2% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
US 14.4% 38.6% 19.9% 6.6% 7.3% 2.9% 8.8% 10.6% 18.0% 9.3% 2.1% 11.4% 14.3% 
Global 5.7% 9.5% 5.9% 2.7% 2.8% 1.4% 2.7% 2.4% 7.5% 2.5% 1.2% 3.4% 4.0% 
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A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .750 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix:  .581-
Conservation, .554-Human Rights, .350-Political Group, .196-Women’s Group,  .107-
Professional association, .097-Cultural activities, .074-Sports or recreation, .074-Social Welfare 
Service, .069-Local community action, .021-Trade union, 026-Other, -0.123-Religious 
organization.  
The scores indicate that respondents are most likely to do unpaid work for conservation 
groups, human rights organizations, local community action groups, women’s groups, and 
political groups, and less likely to do unpaid work for religious organizations, professional 
associations, social welfare services, sports or recreations, and cultural activities. 
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
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Figure 22. Mean Factor Scores for the variable unpaid 
 
The variable justify corresponds to the following question. The responses to this question 
are on a 10-point Likert Scale, ranging from “never” at the low end to “always” at the high end.  
The option “don’t know” was also available. The responses used to create the variable were only 
those that were positive. 
Which of the following do you think can always be justified, never be justified, or 
something in between?  
                                           
A) Claiming government benefits which you are not entitled to  
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B) Avoiding a fare on public transport  
C) Cheating on taxes  
D) Homosexuality 
E) Prostitution 
F) Abortion 
G) Divorce 
H) Euthanasia  
I) Suicide  
J) Joyriding  
K) Taking the drug marijuana or hashish  
L) Lying in your own interest  
M) Adultery 
N) Littering 
O) DUI  
P) Under aged sex  
Q) Political assassinations  
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Figure 33. The variable justify Part A by selected countries. 
 
 
Table 24.  
Breakdown of variable justify Part A by country 
  
Claiming 
Gov't 
Benefits 
Skipping 
Bus Fare 
Cheating 
on 
Taxes 
Homo 
sexuality Prostitution Abortion Divorce 
Under 
aged Sex 
Argentina 14.6% 13.6% 7.2% 31.4% 20.7% 13.5% 45.4% 0.0% 
Austria 6.7% 7.5% 6.9% 43.8% 28.4% 36.1% 48.9% 11.3% 
Belgium 12.6% 10.5% 24.6% 45.0% 0.0% 32.4% 45.2% 0.0% 
Bulgaria 4.9% 36.1% 7.0% 12.9% 0.0% 38.7% 39.0% 0.0% 
Belarus 20.9% 9.9% 31.1% 18.2% 16.2% 44.4% 55.5% 7.0% 
Canada 6.0% 21.4% 7.8% 50.7% 22.1% 37.9% 57.4% 0.0% 
Chile 21.1% 1.6% 9.6% 27.9% 16.7% 12.5% 45.9% 0.0% 
China 7.8% 15.4% 2.9% 0.5% 0.2% 22.1% 15.7% 0.0% 
Czech Rep 3.4% 3.8% 5.7% 49.0% 12.2% 48.5% 52.8% 2.7% 
Denmark 1.9% 10.2% 5.5% 58.8% 0.0% 62.4% 67.9% 0.0% 
Estonia 15.8% 0.0% 17.6% 19.2% 0.0% 32.2% 43.0% 0.0% 
Finland 8.5% 12.7% 11.9% 43.4% 20.6% 48.0% 67.8% 5.1% 
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France 19.1% 3.3% 17.5% 39.8% 0.0% 45.4% 54.3% 0.0% 
Germany 6.2% 11.3% 9.4% 43.1% 13.1% 36.4% 48.0% 9.7% 
Hungary 3.4% 7.7% 7.8% 3.3% 0.0% 24.2% 28.5% 0.0% 
Iceland 3.5% 0.0% 8.5% 68.3% 20.0% 43.6% 61.2% 0.0% 
India 14.3% 2.8% 11.5% 22.4% 8.8% 27.8% 38.1% 0.0% 
Ireland 4.1% 0.0% 8.3% 27.8% 10.3% 10.8% 33.7% 0.0% 
Italy 4.3% 9.3% 9.8% 40.1% 9.0% 28.3% 42.2% 0.0% 
Japan 7.0% 0.0% 2.4% 34.3% 6.3% 36.7% 60.6% 0.0% 
Korea 0.0% 15.1% 2.7% 13.7% 10.6% 17.9% 32.4% 0.0% 
Latvia 6.7% 0.0% 11.0% 6.3% 0.0% 21.3% 30.9% 0.0% 
Lithuania 10.2% 0.0% 27.5% 6.3% 4.0% 26.9% 32.4% 1.8% 
Malta 1.7% 0.0% 3.1% 10.9% 0.0% 1.0% 11.0% 0.0% 
Netherlands 2.0% 11.3% 12.5% 77.8% 0.0% 48.4% 62.4% 0.0% 
Nigeria 6.4% 9.3% 5.8% 3.4% 10.6% 4.8% 11.0% 0.0% 
Poland 7.7% 0.0% 7.8% 15.9% 0.0% 23.3% 31.2% 0.0% 
Portugal 4.9% 0.0% 11.5% 18.7% 0.0% 27.7% 48.0% 0.0% 
Romania 4.8% 0.0% 15.8% 8.7% 8.2% 29.1% 32.2% 0.0% 
Russian 
Fed 7.7% 19.3% 15.4% 8.7% 27.0% 31.8% 35.2% 5.0% 
Slovakia 13.0% 0.0% 7.8% 39.9% 0.0% 33.3% 41.5% 0.0% 
Slovenia 20.0% 0.0% 12.8% 44.6% 8.4% 66.5% 73.2% 0.0% 
S. Africa 8.9% 8.9% 8.1% 14.1% 25.0% 11.9% 23.7% 0.0% 
Spain 9.0% 6.6% 8.1% 49.3% 19.9% 34.5% 56.8% 0.0% 
Turkey 1.2% 0.0% 1.0% 3.3% 0.0% 9.8% 21.0% 0.0% 
UK 5.7% 9.0% 9.7% 39.0% 17.6% 32.3% 44.9% 10.6% 
US 9.4% 11.9% 9.8% 40.2% 0.0% 35.7% 53.5% 0.0% 
Global 8.5% 11.0% 10.2% 29.8% 15.0% 30.0% 42.4% 12.5% 
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Figure 34. The variable justify Part B by selected countries 
 
 
Table 25. 
 Breakdown of variable justify Part B by country 
 
  Euthanasia Suicide Joyriding 
Taking 
Drugs Lying Adultery Littering DUI 
Political 
Assassination 
Argentina 32.1% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Austria 34.1% 19.6% 0.7% 5.6% 15.1% 7.8% 5.7% 1.5% 2.9% 
Belgium 53.0% 17.9% 1.1% 5.7% 21.0% 11.9% 1.9% 2.5% 0.0% 
Bulgaria 28.3% 7.5% 1.9% 2.9% 4.6% 19.1% 5.0% 2.5% 0.0% 
Belarus 47.3% 13.5% 5.4% 3.8% 28.9% 18.0% 11.4% 6.6% 10.5% 
Canada 54.1% 15.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Chile 27.5% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
China 29.6% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Czech Rep 48.8% 14.7% 5.3% 3.9% 10.1% 10.1% 3.8% 1.2% 2.1% 
Denmark 62.9% 16.8% 0.3% 12.7% 4.3% 6.0% 1.1% 0.7% 0.0% 
Estonia 44.8% 10.1% 2.0% 3.6% 13.4% 18.2% 5.4% 2.8% 0.0% 
Finland 53.4% 17.4% 1.1% 5.7% 12.7% 9.9% 6.9% 1.7% 2.8% 
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France 56.8% 27.8% 2.3% 7.7% 22.1% 18.5% 3.2% 3.7% 0.0% 
Germany 35.2% 11.6% 0.8% 3.0% 12.3% 10.7% 4.0% 1.2% 4.2% 
Hungary 28.8% 2.8% 0.5% 1.6% 8.3% 6.1% 2.0% 0.3% 0.0% 
Iceland 49.7% 6.3% 4.0% 6.5% 3.1% 1.7% 5.2% 0.8% 0.0% 
India 28.8% 19.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Ireland 18.4% 5.9% 0.7% 5.2% 5.6% 3.2% 3.5% 1.5% 0.0% 
Italy 28.1% 9.8% 2.3% 8.2% 7.2% 12.7% 2.3% 2.0% 0.0% 
Japan 67.1% 19.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Korea 35.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Latvia 45.9% 4.4% 0.6% 0.9% 6.0% 14.5% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 
Lithuania 50.5% 4.4% 0.5% 1.4% 16.5% 10.3% 4.1% 2.4% 1.2% 
Malta 8.9% 1.2% 0.3% 0.5% 2.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 
Netherlands 70.4% 34.2% 0.5% 17.8% 14.8% 10.4% 1.6% 1.0% 0.0% 
Nigeria 7.9% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Poland 22.1% 11.7% 0.9% 2.3% 5.3% 4.1% 2.7% 0.6% 0.0% 
Portugal 20.5% 8.4% 6.5% 8.2% 11.2% 11.8% 5.6% 4.9% 0.0% 
Romania 23.9% 3.0% 0.7% 0.6% 14.0% 7.8% 1.4% 1.5% 0.0% 
Russian Fed 48.6% 7.5% 1.7% 1.2% 17.2% 9.5% 1.6% 1.5% 3.4% 
Slovakia 41.8% 21.3% 14.5% 10.4% 16.9% 16.4% 14.8% 6.0% 0.0% 
Slovenia 55.2% 32.4% 6.3% 14.4% 15.1% 30.2% 7.9% 9.9% 0.0% 
S. Africa 22.1% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Spain 38.9% 15.9% 2.8% 8.3% 13.1% 10.5% 4.0% 2.2% 0.0% 
Turkey 17.2% 1.8% 0.1% 0.2% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
UK 43.6% 14.0% 0.7% 18.0% 14.6% 6.6% 0.1% 0.1% 5.5% 
US 45.9% 16.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.7% 2.8% 0.0% 
Global 38.0% 12.3% 2.4% 5.7% 12.3% 11.1% 4.1% 2.3% 3.8% 
 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question, and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .893 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix: .805-Divorce, 
.792-Abortion, .719-Homosexuality, .597-Euthanasia, .559-Suicide, .586-Prostitution, .365-
Adultery, .336-Under aged sex, .321-Taking drugs, .256-Lying, .157-Political Assassination, 
.147-Avoiding bus fare, .081-Cheating on taxes, .018-Claiming government benefits,  -.011-
Driving under the influence, -.010-Joyriding.  
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The scores indicate that the most accepted types of behavior to be justified are divorce, 
homosexuality, abortion, prostitution, euthanasia, suicide, under aged sex, and adultery, while 
the least accepted types of behavior to be justified are falsely claiming government benefits, 
cheating on taxes, joyriding, littering, avoiding paying a fare of public transportation, and driving 
under the influence.  
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
 
 
Figure 35. Mean Factor Scores for the variable justify  
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The variable future corresponds to the question below.  A three-point scale was used, 
“good,” “bad,” and “neutral.” 
Which of the following do you think would be a good thing, a bad thing, or neutral?  
            
                       
A) Less emphasis on money and material possessions  
B) Decrease in the importance of work in our lives  
C) More emphasis on the development of technology  
D) Greater emphasis on the development of the individual  
E) Greater respect for authority  
F) More emphasis on family life  
G) A simple and more natural lifestyle  
 
 
 
 
Figure 36. The variable future by selected countries 
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Table 26.  
Breakdown of variable future by country 
 
  Less 
Money 
Less 
Work 
More 
Tech 
More 
Individual 
More 
Respect 
Authority 
More 
Family 
Simpler 
Lifestyle 
Argentina 71.4% 19.6% 77.8% 95.2% 69.0% 96.2% 91.8% 
Austria 55.4% 22.9% 41.6% 75.6% 47.4% 92.2% 85.2% 
Belgium 65.5% 43.9% 55.5% 80.7% 49.3% 84.6% 82.5% 
Bulgaria 60.7% 41.4% 81.4% 87.2% 78.0% 90.0% 81.6% 
Belarus 60.3% 27.8% 84.1% 85.2% 70.9% 94.9% 84.4% 
Canada 61.9% 31.1% 63.6% 90.4% 64.2% 93.6% 93.1% 
Chile 59.7% 18.3% 73.2% 40.0% 80.1% 97.5% 51.2% 
China 66.9% 8.2% 95.1% 88.3% 24.4% 73.8% 84.1% 
Czech Rep 44.0% 8.0% 83.6% 93.2% 61.7% 93.9% 84.5% 
Denmark 77.7% 26.9% 58.9% 85.2% 34.9% 94.5% 83.7% 
Finland 71.1% 23.6% 83.7% 93.3% 26.2% 85.9% 90.7% 
France 70.6% 35.3% 67.7% 88.0% 59.2% 95.8% 91.6% 
Germany 50.0% 27.0% 76.4% 86.3% 40.4% 90.1% 63.5% 
Hungary 43.9% 25.0% 64.2% 71.6% 61.1% 88.9% 85.0% 
Iceland 59.3% 32.7% 75.4% 94.4% 42.3% 94.2% 78.7% 
India 43.4% 6.7% 69.3% 71.0% 54.4% 95.7% 80.0% 
Ireland 73.2% 22.4% 84.6% 89.5% 82.5% 74.6% 86.9% 
Italy 72.3% 24.8% 61.1% 93.7% 47.2% 94.4% 93.1% 
Japan 41.1% 5.6% 61.2% 70.2% 5.5% 92.0% 75.8% 
Korea 63.2% 16.4% 64.9% 83.6% 13.6% 85.4% 65.7% 
Latvia 0.0% 0.0% 90.4% 0.0%  0.0% 88.5% 0.0% 
Lithuania 33.4% 12.1% 80.6% 86.3% 52.6% 84.6% 80.4% 
Malta 76.1% 44.3% 88.4% 91.4% 94.9% 95.9% 89.4% 
Netherlands 62.8% 35.4% 74.3% 86.8% 52.4% 89.8% 87.3% 
Nigeria 63.7% 14.5% 48.4% 83.9% 90.9% 66.5% 77.2% 
Poland 60.8% 22.0% 95.7% 92.6% 73.1% 92.1% 89.7% 
Portugal 63.2% 36.5% 89.7% 90.3% 74.6% 96.6% 89.1% 
Russian Fed 41.5% 25.7% 70.1% 73.0% 68.2% 94.3% 89.3% 
Slovakia 25.0% 5.0% 84.2% 89.4% 54.4% 94.9% 89.3% 
Slovenia 49.6% 12.0% 74.6% 79.7% 66.0% 91.1% 82.3% 
S. Africa 51.4% 14.9% 86.6% 80.6% 87.7% 91.1% 89.8% 
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Spain 80.7% 52.3% 84.1% 91.0% 67.6% 95.4% 87.1% 
Turkey 55.8% 16.1% 56.7% 91.0% 64.5% 90.7% 90.6% 
UK 64.4% 32.3% 90.2% 77.9% 73.2% 94.9% 80.7% 
US 71.6% 23.4% 65.7% 86.8% 77.2% 89.0% 85.2% 
Global 59.1% 25.2% 72.8% 84.7% 59.6% 90.3% 83.7% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .625 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows the orthogonal rotated component matrix:  .673-More 
emphasis on family, .604 – More emphasis on individual, .561 – Greater respect for authority,  
.519 – More natural lifestyle, .481-More emphasis on technology, .105 – Less emphasis on 
money and stuff, - .078 – Less emphasis on work.  
The scores indicate that the most anticipated expectation of the future is having more 
emphasis on the family, followed by more emphasis on the individual, greater respect for 
authority, and a more natural lifestyle. The least anticipated expectations of the future are having 
less emphasis on the acquisition of stuff, and less emphasis on work. 
Following is the mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
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Figure 37. Mean Factor Scores for the variable future 
 
 
The variable political corresponds to the question below. Respondents were asked to 
select one of the six point scale for their response, “have done,” “might do,” “would do,” “done,” 
“never do,” “don’t know.” 
Which of the following have you have actually done? Which might you do? Which 
would you never, under any circumstances, do?  
         
A) Signing a petition  
B) Joining in boycotts  
85 
 
C) Attending lawful demonstrations  
D) Joining unofficial strikes  
E) Occupying buildings or factories  
 
 
 
 
Figure 38. The variable political by selected countries 
 
 
Table 27.  
Breakdown of variable political by country 
 
 
Sign 
Petition Boycott Demonstration Strike 
Occupy 
Building 
Argentina 54.9% 12.5% 36.1% 18.3% 10.9% 
Austria 78.0% 30.3% 43.3% 8.7% 6.6% 
Belgium 75.4% 37.2% 53.2% 24.7% 25.1% 
Bulgaria 61.0% 36.0% 63.0% 28.4% 15.5% 
Belarus 78.6% 42.2% 72.7% 31.1% 12.5% 
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Canada 91.9% 66.1% 64.2% 35.0% 23.4% 
Chile 56.5% 15.4% 53.8% 24.5% 15.1% 
China 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Czech Rep. 80.3% 39.1% 79.0% 46.6% 18.2% 
Denmark 76.6% 42.3% 59.3% 40.7% 8.7% 
Estonia 77.4% 43.7% 68.2% 22.9% 7.8% 
Finland 86.2% 82.3% 67.6% 42.9% 21.3% 
France 82.7% 52.6% 65.2% 34.9% 32.6% 
Germany 90.5% 42.7% 72.7% 16.7% 12.7% 
Hungary 47.8% 16.4% 31.4% 30.2% 4.0% 
Iceland 83.8% 74.1% 76.2% 25.4% 10.7% 
India 70.0% 61.2% 60.2% 22.4% 6.5% 
Ireland 81.8% 40.7% 58.1% 27.1% 21.2% 
Italy 82.0% 58.2% 72.6% 25.5% 28.1% 
Japan 86.8% 56.5% 38.6% 16.3% 7.3% 
Korea 83.8% 61.0% 52.9% 35.9% 47.5% 
Latvia 88.0% 41.0% 77.7% 52.6% 6.5% 
Lithuania 86.9% 67.4% 84.8% 19.5% 21.0% 
Malta 57.9% 35.5% 36.1% 23.3% 14.2% 
Netherlands 82.5% 42.2% 64.2% 19.7% 24.9% 
Nigeria 39.6% 38.1% 50.2% 25.2% 12.9% 
Poland 60.4% 34.5% 58.9% 21.1% 18.8% 
Portugal 75.0% 32.5% 72.5% 32.4% 13.4% 
Russian Fed. 73.6% 40.6% 75.1% 44.7% 12.9% 
Slovakia 78.6% 41.3% 75.9% 9.5% 19.0% 
Slovenia 61.3% 54.1% 60.2% 24.1% 12.8% 
S. Africa 78.1% 50.9% 55.9% 27.4% 21.7% 
Spain 59.9% 32.2% 62.4% 24.7% 23.2% 
Turkey 54.4% 28.5% 37.3% 7.9% 4.0% 
UK 92.0% 48.0% 49.0% 28.3% 12.6% 
US 92.1% 63.8% 60.1% 35.0% 19.2% 
Global 75.5% 44.1% 61.1% 26.8% 17.2% 
 
A factor analysis was performed for this question and factor scores were created. With a 
KMO score of .792 and a Bartlett score that is greater than .05, the sample is adequate for factor 
analysis. The factor analysis shows unrotated component matrix:  .781 – Joining in boycott,  
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.772-Attending demonstration, .753 – Joining unofficial strike, .678 – Occupying building, .668-
signing a petition.  
The scores indicate that the respondents are most likely to participate in a political action 
by joining a boycott, attending a demonstration, joining an unofficial strike, occupying a 
building, and finally by signing a petition. 
Following is mean factor scores by country displayed in a map. 
 
 
Figure 39. Mean Factor Scores for the variable political 
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WVS, Wave 4 Correlation and Regressions 
 
The Pearson’s Correlation showed that there is only a weak correlation between the 
variables neighbors, beliefs, unpaid, justify, political, and future at the .01 level.  
 
Table 28.  
Correlation by variable 
 
  
 
neighbors 
 
political 
 
belief 
 
justify 
 
unpaid future 
neighbors 1.000 -.120 -.002 .076 .076 .006 
political -.120 1.000 -.025 .119 -.286 -.239 
belief -.002 -.025 1.000 -.012 -.044 .031 
justify .076 .119 -.012 1.000 -.060 -.103 
unpaid .076 -.286 -.044 -.060 1.000 .117 
future .006 -.239 .031 -.103 .117 1.000 
 
Linear Regression analysis for this group found that there was no relationship between 
the variables neighbors, beliefs, unpaid, justify, political, and future. With the dependent 
variable - neighbor, the R-square adjusted was .127. With the dependent variable, belief, the R-
square adjusted was .196. To demonstrate a relationship, the value of R-square adjusted needs 
to be close to 1 or -1, for an inverse correlation. These scores indicate that there is little or no 
relationship between the variables. 
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WVS, Waves 2 and 4, Comparison of Variables 
 
The variables neighbors, beliefs, justify, political, unpaid, and future were tested to 
determine change, if any, between the two waves.  An independent samples t-test was performed. 
For the variance between the variables to be significant, the value, Sig. (p), needs to be less than 
.05. In this case, only the variable political shows significance. This suggests that there was little 
or no change in the response to the questions associated with the variables between the two 
waves of the study.  
 
Table 29. 
 Results of Independent samples t-test 
  
Levene's Test 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig.  
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
unpaid 
555.404 .000 .588 83371 .557 .00405215 .00689515 
-
.00946228 
.01756659 
neighbors 1712.903 .000 3.977 84166 .000 .02822610 .00709721 .01431563 .04213658 
future 
15.592 .000 -.099 76631 .921 
-
.00075125 
.00756814 
-
.01558476 
.01408226 
political 6.849 .009 4.906 85983 .000 .03347353 .00682255 .02010141 .04684566 
belief 
25.660 .000 1.175 52192 .240 .01040962 .00886059 
-
.00695720 
.02777645 
justify 
1.882 .170 3.178 43904 .001 
-
.03703247 
.01165424 
-
.05987499 
-
.01418995 
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Conclusion 
 
The theory put forth by Kristen Monroe was developed after exhaustive interviews of 
admitted altruists. The World Values Survey is a broad examination of many topics with 
thousands of people throughout the world.  The World Values Survey examines some topics that 
could be construed as altruistic in nature or as representing a perception of a common humanity.  
However, it does not examine these traits in any detail.  
The goal of Monroe’s research in this area was to learn what made the altruist “tick.”  
The goal of the World Values Survey is to examine various beliefs, opinions, and feeling about a 
multitude of topics across nations over time. The topics are not consistent from Wave to Wave.  
Both investigations are valuable and interesting.  However, the application of Monroe’s theory to 
the World Values Survey was not effective.   
This paper was undertaken with the clear goal to either confirm or refute Monroe’s theory 
applied to the World Value Survey, Waves 2 and 4. There was not enough varying information 
in the World Value Survey on the topics of altruism and perceptions of a common humanity in 
the World Value Survey to test Monroe’s theory.  And Monroe’s theory, develop through a in-
depth interviews of a very small sample did not translate well to a very broad and large sampled 
study. Another problem may have been the choice to aggregate the finding at the country level.  
It may have been more responsive if the choice had been made to aggregate at the individual’s 
level and describe the finding using demographic information other than citizenship. Alternately, 
it may have been worthwhile to attempt this analysis with a subset of the World Value Survey.  
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The null hypothesis is accepted. In the World Values Survey, there are no indications that 
those who behave altruistically have a perception of a common humanity. The comparison of the 
variables for these traits does not show any change between the two waves employed here. 
Future Research 
 
If a Ph D. is pursued, it may be of value to confirm the analysis of this paper by using a 
small group of observations from the World Value Survey and aggregate the data at the 
individual level. Alternately, it may be of value to conduct a World Value Survey type survey 
that includes variables that directly tap into the perception of a common humanity and altruistic 
behaviors. 
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